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Chairman Bray convened the meeting at 1:15 p.m.

After introduction of members, the Commssion members reviewed the minutes of the previous
meeting and approved them for the record.

Weighted Caseload Study

Chairman Bray recognized Ron Miller, Director, Trial Court Management, Division of State
Court Administration, to describe the changes that Division staff have made in the Weighted
Caseload methodology.

Mr. Miller told the Commission members that the caseload study added seven new categories,
including five new criminal categories and two new civil categories. Different time units were
assigned to each of the categories and compiled by court and county. The results of this
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viewing, downloading, or printing minutes from the Internet.
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analysis are included in Attachment A of the minutes.
He noted that the utilization rate measures the amount of work being produced by one court
officer. As examples, a 1.0 utilization indicates that the judge is working at the statewide
average, while a utilization rate of 1.5 indicates that one judicial officer is working at the rate of
1.5 judges.

Recommendations from Previous Interims

Chairman Bray next turned to the agenda item concerning recommendations from the 2003
interim and whether these recommendations should be included the 2004 recommendations.

New Court Officers: The Commission members decided that the weighted caseload study
should be used to rank the counties needing new courts by severity of need based on utilization
rate. The Commission members ranked the need for new courts in the following order:

2003 Weighted Caseload Study
Current
Judicial Number of
Officers Judicial Utilization
Priority County Needed Officers Rate Approved For:

1. Howard 8.71 4.30 2.02 one new court
2. Perry 1.68 1.00 1.68 one new court
3. Jackson 4.31 2.60 1.66 one new court
4. Dearborn 3.81 2.40 1.59 one new court
5. DeKalb 3.47 2.20 1.58 one new court
6. Vigo 8.85 6.00 1.48 one new court
7. Hamilton 12.00 8.70 1.38 one new court
8. Madison 10.97 8.14 1.35 one new magistrate

The Commission members also recommended that the Montgomery County court be converted
into a superior court. The Commission did not recommend that the magistrate for the Owen
County court be introduced because it’s utilization rate was less than 1.0.

Senior Judge for Tax Court Chairman Bray told the Commission members that every court of
record in Indiana has access to senior judges, except the State Tax Court. The Commission
members determined that allowing the Tax Court to use senior judges would be an appropriate
expansion of senior judges to assist in dealing with additional workloads. This proposal was
again recommended for introduction in the 2005 General Assembly.

Salaries of Judges: Chairman Bray recognized Marc Kellams, President of the Indiana Judges
Association, to describe the salary schedules that the Public Officers Compensation Advisory
Commission recommended during the 2004 interim. Judge Kellams noted that the Public
Officers Compensation Advisory Commission recommended the following schedule as a one-
time adjustment:




Salary Levels
Last Salary
Public Officer Increase Current Maximum Recommended
Supreme Court Justice August 1, 1997 $115,000 $154,767 $143,195
Court of Appeals Judge August 1, 1997 $110,000 $148,030 $139,951
Tax Court Judge August 1, 1997 $110,000 $148,030 $139,951
Trial Judge* August 1, 1997 $90,000 $121,122 $121,122

* Because the salaries of magistrates, juvenile court magistrates, prosecuting attorneys, and
deputy prosecuting attorneys are linked by statute to the salaries of trial court judges, their
salaries would increase as well if no other changes are made to the statute.

Judge Kellams also noted that the last pay increase for judicial officers was in 1997. He
indicated that the recommendations from the Public Officers Compensation Advisory
Commission are for a one-time adjustment and that the Judges Association proposes that the
salaries of judicial officers be adjusted annually to account for the cost of living.

Commission members noted that they agreed with the recommendations made by the Public
Officers Compensation Advisory Commission concerning the salaries of the judicial officers.

Certified Mail Fees: Chairman Bray indicated that the issue concerning certified mail fees will
be reexamined at the final meeting.

Allowing Retired Judges Receiving Judges Retirement Fund Payments to Continue
Working As State Employees: Judge Yelton noted that under current law, retired judges
receiving payments from the Judges Retirement Fund are restricted to working as senior judges
if they wish to continue being state employees and also receiving judges retirement fund
payments. Consequently, retired judges cannot work in the office of the county’s prosecuting
attorney, in a public defender’s office, teach in a public university, or run for elected office in
some capacity other than senior judge and continue to receive payments from the Judges
Retirement Fund. The Commission members voted to recommend a bill to remove this
prohibition from statute.

New Courts:

Chairman Bray noted that three counties were on the agenda about the need for new courts in
their counties.

Boone County — Circuit Court Judge Steven Dale told the Commission members that he
requested a new magistrate for his court. He indicated that the Boone County commissioners
and county council members support the creation of a new magistrate. He noted that he has a
busy docket and that Boone County is experiencing significant population growth. Letters of
support and other background information about Boone County are included in Attachment B.

Rep. Jeff Thompson also testified in support of the need for an additional magistrate for Boone
County Circuit Court.

Commission members noted these utilization rates of the courts in Boone County from the
Weighted Caseload Study in Attachment A:




Court Utilization Rate
Circuit 1.45
Superior 1 1.02
Superior 2 0.86
Total / Average 1.09

Commission members indicated that the caseloads should be redistributed between courts prior
to requesting additional court officers from the state. Rep. Kuzman suggested that the courts
should implement a random filing system to distribute workload in a more equitable manner
between the courts in Boone County.

The recommendation for a new magistrate failed.

Hendricks County - The following persons testified for the need for additional courts in
Hendricks County:

. Senator Connie Lawson

. Judge Karen Love, Hendricks Superior Court #3

. Judge David Coleman, Hendricks Superior Court #2

. Judge Robert Freese, Hendricks Sup Court #1

. Nancy Marshall, Hendricks County Auditor

. Rep. Jeff Thompson

. Patricia Ann Baldwin, Hendricks County Prosecuting Attorney

Those testifying spoke of Hendricks County’s increasing population, increasing court workload,
and high utilization rate of all four courts. Hendricks County also has a problem with frozen
levies and potential county employee layoffs.

The following shows the utilization rate of the four courts in Hendricks County as being high
relative to the rest of the state and relatively proportionate between courts.

Utilization
Court Rate
Circuit 1.72
Superior 1 1.60
Superior 2 1.78
Superior 3 1.68

The Commission concluded that Hendricks County either needs two courts or one new court and
one magistrate.

The Commission members recommended that a new magistrate position be created in 2005 and
converted into a new superior court in 2007. In addition, the Commission recommends that
another new superior court be created in 2007.

Monroe County - Rep. Eric Koch introduced the judges from Monroe County who proposed new
courts.

Judge Randy Bridges presented a series of slides to the Commission members concerning
Monroe County’s need for additional courts. These slides are included in Attachment D of these
minutes.

The following shows the utilization rate among the courts in Monroe County:



Court Utilization

Rate
Circuit 1 1.45
Circuit 2 1.45
Circuit 3 1.32
Circuit 4 1.53
Circuit 5 1.63
Circuit 6 1.62
Circuit 7 1.43
Total / Average 1.49

The Commission recommended that one new court be created for Monroe County effective
January 1, 2006, and one new court be created on January 1, 2008.

Chairman Bray announced that the final meeting of the Commission on Courts would be on
Wednesday, October 6", at 1 p.m.

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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Indiana Weighted Caseload

Following a two-year study beginning in 1994 conducted by the Judicial
Administration Committee of the Indiana Judicial Conference, the Division, and
an independent consultant, Indiana developed a system for measuring trial court
caseloads based on weighted relative times for cases. This Weighted Caseload
Measures System examines only new cases filed in trial courts. The
measurements provide a projection of the average judicial time necessary in the
state, any given district, county, or court, to handle the cases being filed during
a given period of time. These weighted statistics provide the Indiana Supreme
Court and the Indiana General Assembly with the information necessary for
allocation of judicial resources.

Trial courts also use these statistical measures to develop district and county
caseload plans which seek to reduce disparity in caseloads and judicial resources
so that all courts in a county fall within a 25% variance range of the average
county caseload.

During 2002 the Division worked once again with the Judicial Administration
Committee of the Indiana Judicial Conference to conduct an update and
validation of the Weighted Caseload Measures System. Since the study was first
conducted, the addition of new case type designations and procedural and
substantive changes necessitated an update of the original study. The results of
the update to the Weighted Caseload Measures were completed in the fall 0£2002,
were approved by the Indiana Supreme Court, and have been included in the
calculations for this report. Changes include separating felonies into Murder
(MR), A felony (FA), B felony (FB), and C felony (FC); pulling Mortgage
Foreclosure (MF) and Civil Collection (CC) from Civil Plenary (PL); and
adjusting minutes for other various categories. The following page reflects all of
the changes.

In anticipation of these changes, the Division began collecting data under
new case categories in January 2002. The data represented in this report
includes the updated categories and weights.

This report in its entirety may be found on the Division’s web site at
http://www.in.gov/judiciary/admin/courtmgmt/caseload/2003.doc.
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Comparison of 1996 & 2002 Judicial Time by Case Type

Type of Case 2002 Study Judge | 1996 Study Judge Difference in
Time in Min. Times in Minutes | Times in Minutes
DFelony | [ 75 1

Criminal Misdemeanor | | 40 | |
Criminal Miscellaneous | [ 18 | |

Ordinance Violations _ | 2 [ 0 | 2 |
Juvenile CHINS 1

[Juvenile Delinquency | 60 | 6 | -2 |
[Mortgage Forecloswre | 23 | | |
Civil Collections | 2 | [ |

Domestic Relations 185 139 46
Protection Orders 37 34 3
1996 Study Only

Civil Tort 118

Small Claims 13

Reciprocal Support 31

Mental Health 37

Adoption 53

Adoption History 53

Estates 85

Guardianship 93

Trusts 40

Civil Miscellaneous 87

Juvenile Miscellaneous 12
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz

Howard Total / Average 8.71 4.30 2.02 8.81 4.40 | 2.00 § 8.40 4.40 1.91
Clark Total / Average 9.08 5.00 1.82 8.90 5.00 | 1.78 § 9.31 5.00 1.86
Spencer Total / Average 1.76 1.00 1.76 1.49 1.00 [ 1.49 1.76 1.00 1.76
Hendricks Total / Average 6.78 4.00 1.70 6.44 4.00 | 1.61 6.42 4.00 1.61
Perry Total / Average 1.68 1.00 1.68 1.67 1.00 | 1.67 1.72 1.00 1.72
Jackson Total / Average 4.31 2.60 1.66 3.60 240 | 1.50 § 3.85 2.32 1.66
Jefferson Total / Average 3.24 2.00 1.62 3.38 2.00 | 1.69 § 3.36 1.50 | 2.24
Dearborn Total / Average 3.81 2.40 1.59 3.53 1.80 | 1.49 § 3.32 1.50 2.21
DeKalb Total / Average 3.47 2.20 1.58 3.36 2.20 | 1.53 | 3.76 2.25 1.67
Floyd Total / Average 6.32 3.99 1.58 5.95 3.99 | 149 ] 6.10 4.00 1.52
LaPorte Total / Average 10.33 | 6.80 1.52 1049 | 7.00 | 1.50 § 11.07 | 7.00 1.58
Miami Total / Average 3.00 2.00 1.50 2.95 2.00 | 1.47 § 3.12 2.00 1.56
Monroe Total / Average 1042 | 7.00 1.49 10.83 | 7.00 | 1.55 § 10.78 | 7.00 1.54
Vigo Total / Average 8.85 6.00 1.475 8.61 6.00 | 1.43 § 9.22 6.00 1.54
Franklin Total / Average 1.46 1.00 1.46 1.41 1.00 | 1.41 1.41 1.00 1.41
Tippecanoe |Total / Average 1152 | 7.90 1.46 1146 | 7.90 | 1.45 § 10.36 | 6.90 1.50
Vanderburgh |Total / Average 20.57 | 14.05 1.46 20.87 | 14.00 | 1.49 § 19.84 | 14.00 | 1.42
Elkhart Total / Average 14.38 | 10.00 1.44 14.13 | 10.00 [ 1.41 § 14.31 | 9.99 1.43
Knox Total / Average 4.29 3.00 1.43 4.42 3.00 | 147} 4.31 3.00 1.44
Allen Total / Average 29.89 | 21.00 1.42 29.39 1 21.00 | 1.40 § 31.34 | 22.00 | 1.42
Dubois Total / Average 2.85 2.00 1.42 2.61 2.00 | 1.31 3.26 2.00 1.63
St. Joseph Total / Average 22.24 | 15.99 1.39 21491 16.00 | 1.34 § 24.21| 16.00 | 1.51
Hamilton Total / Average 12.00 | 8.70 1.38 1098 | 8.30 | 1.32 § 11.11 | 8.09 1.37
Hancock Total / Average 4.15 3.00 1.38 3.98 3.00 | 1.33 f 4.04 3.00 1.35
Wayne Total / Average 6.21 4.50 1.38 6.11 450 | 1.36 § 5.81 4.50 1.29
Putnam Total / Average 2.75 2.00 1.37 2.89 2.00 | 1.45 f 2.75 2.00 1.37
Madison Total / Average 10.97 | 8.14 1.35 10.88 | 8.14 | 1.34 § 11.21 | 8.59 1.30
Scott Total / Average 2.67 2.00 1.34 2.55 2.00 | 1.28 § 2.55 2.00 1.27
Parke Total / Average 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 1.23 1.00 1.23
Harrison Total / Average 2.60 2.00 1.30 2.84 2.00 | 142 g 3.01 2.00 1.51
Huntington Total / Average 2.61 2.00 1.30 3.43 2.00 | 1.71 3.17 2.00 1.59
Marshall Total / Average 3.91 3.00 1.30 3.63 3.00 | 1.21 4.01 3.00 1.34
Clinton Total / Average 2.58 2.00 1.29 2.63 2.00 | 1.32 § 2.82 2.00 1.41
Gibson Total / Average 2.58 2.00 1.29 2.46 2.00 | 1.23 § 242 2.00 1.21
Bartholomew [Total / Average 5.78 4.60 1.26 5.92 4.60 | 1.29 | 6.54 4.50 1.45
Washington |Total / Average 2.53 2.00 1.26 2.11 2.00 | 1.06 2.53 2.00 1.26
Porter Total / Average 11.23 | 9.00 1.25 11.02 | 9.00 | 1.22 § 12.28 | 9.00 1.36
Shelby Total / Average 3.75 3.00 1.25 3.86 3.00 | 1.29 § 4.16 3.00 1.39
Greene Total / Average 2.49 2.00 1.24 2.71 2.00 | 1.35 § 2.60 2.00 1.30
Fayette Total / Average 2.46 2.00 1.23 2.59 2.00 | 1.30 § 2.57 2.00 1.28
Johnson Total / Average 7.38 5.99 1.23 6.79 599 | 113§ 7.23 6.00 1.21
Kosciusko Total / Average 4.94 4.00 1.23 5.09 4.00 | 1.27 § 5.40 4.00 1.35
Noble Total / Average 3.67 3.00 1.22 3.92 3.00 | 1.31 4.25 3.00 1.42
Vermillion Total / Average 1.21 1.00 1.21 1.24 1.00 | 1.24 1.22 1.00 1.22
White Total / Average 2.41 2.00 1.20 2.56 2.00 | 1.28 § 2.55 2.00 1.28
Crawford Total / Average 1.19 1.00 1.19 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 1.17 1.00 1.17
Wabash Total / Average 2.38 2.00 1.19 2.56 2.07 | 1.24 § 2.70 2.03 1.33
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz

Lawrence Total / Average 3.51 3.00 1.17 3.50 3.60 | 0.97 } 3.94 3.60 1.10
Marion Total / Average 82.86 | 72.12 1.15 84.44 | 68.15 | 1.30 § 82.78 | 70.54 | 1.17
Warrick Total / Average 3.45 3.00 1.15 3.37 3.00 | 112 § 3.75 3.00 1.25
Cass Total / Average 3.70 3.25 1.14 3.64 3.25 | 112 | 5.26 3.25 1.62
Clay Total / Average 2.26 2.00 1.13 2.32 2.00 [ 116§ 2.29 2.00 1.15
Lake Total / Average 38.28 | 33.75 1.13 36.77 | 34.20 | 1.08 § 39.06 | 3247 | 1.20
Whitley Total / Average 2.24 2.00 1.12 2.15 2.00 [ 1.08 § 2.34 2.00 1.17
Lagrange Total / Average 2.21 2.00 1.10 2.28 2.00 | 114§ 2.70 2.00 1.35
Boone Total / Average 3.50 3.20 1.09 3.38 3.20 | 1.06 § 3.70 3.25 1.14
Jennings Total / Average 214 2.00 1.07 2.44 2.00 | 1.22 § 2.52 2.00 1.26
Jasper Total / Average 212 2.00 1.06 3.10 2.00 | 1.55 § 2.35 2.00 1.17
Grant Total / Average 5.41 5.15 1.05 5.44 5.40 | 1.01 5.78 5.05 1.14
Delaware Total / Average 7.83 7.50 1.04 7.45 8.05 | 0.93 § 8.44 8.90 0.95
Montgomery [Total / Average 3.12 3.00 1.04 3.14 3.00 | 1.05 § 343 3.00 1.14
Daviess Total / Average 2.07 2.00 1.03 2.06 2.00 | 1.03 1.91 2.00 | 0.95
Decatur Total / Average 1.99 2.00 1.00 1.97 2.00 | 099 § 2.05 2.00 1.03
Henry Total / Average 3.71 3.70 1.00 3.64 3.67 | 0.99 § 3.73 3.67 1.02
Orange Total / Average 1.96 2.00 0.98 217 2.00 | 1.08 § 2.05 2.00 1.02
Owen Total / Average 1.57 1.60 0.98 1.65 1.50 | 1.10 1.71 1.50 1.14
Steuben Total / Average 2.90 3.00 0.97 2.99 3.00 | 1.00 § 3.05 3.00 1.02
Fountain Total / Average 1.14 1.20 0.95 1.33 1.25 | 1.07 1.32 1.25 1.06
Morgan Total / Average 4.75 5.00 0.95 4.54 5.00 | 0.91 4.19 5.00 0.84
Ohio Total / Average 0.56 0.60 0.93 0.59 0.60 | 0.98 § 0.55 1.00 | 0.55
Switzerland  [Total / Average 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.91 1.00 | 0.91 0.82 1.00 0.82
Martin Total / Average 0.92 1.00 0.92 0.97 1.00 | 0.97 1.03 1.00 1.03
Adams Total / Average 1.82 2.00 0.91 1.80 2.00 | 0.90 1.90 2.00 | 0.95
Ripley Total / Average 1.82 2.00 0.91 1.88 2.00 | 0.94 1.89 2.00 0.95
Randolph Total / Average 1.72 2.00 0.86 1.67 2.00 | 0.84 1.88 2.00 0.94
Tipton Total / Average 0.86 1.00 0.86 0.70 1.1 0.63 § 0.75 1.50 0.50
Pike Total / Average 1.28 1.50 0.85 1.23 1.50 | 0.82 1.19 1.50 0.79
Fulton Total / Average 1.67 2.00 0.84 1.66 2.00 | 0.83 1.57 2.00 0.78
Posey Total / Average 1.66 2.00 0.83 1.67 2.00 | 0.84 1.63 2.00 0.82
Starke Total / Average 1.59 2.00 0.80 1.59 2.00 | 0.80 1.86 2.00 0.93
Benton Total / Average 0.79 1.00 0.79 0.63 1.00 | 0.63 § 0.96 1.00 | 0.96
Wells Total / Average 1.55 2.00 0.77 1.53 2.00 | 0.76 1.71 2.00 0.85
Union Total / Average 0.69 1.00 0.69 0.69 1.00 | 0.69 § 0.75 1.00 | 0.75
Rush Total / Average 1.37 2.00 0.68 1.49 2.00 | 0.75 1.42 2.00 | 0.71
Sullivan Total / Average 2.02 3.00 0.67 212 3.00 | 0.71 213 3.00 | 0.71
Pulaski Total / Average 1.32 2.00 0.66 1.25 2.00 | 0.62 1.41 2.00 | 0.70
Jay Total / Average 1.30 2.00 0.65 1.30 2.00 | 0.65 1.37 2.00 | 0.68
Newton Total / Average 1.29 2.00 0.64 1.31 2.00 | 0.65 1.46 2.00 | 0.73
Carroll Total / Average 1.25 2.00 0.62 1.53 2.00 | 0.76 1.36 2.00 | 0.68
Brown Total / Average 1.15 2.00 0.58 1.19 2.00 | 0.60 1.20 2.00 | 0.60
Blackford Total / Average 0.96 2.00 0.48 1.10 2.00 | 0.55 1.37 2.00 | 0.69
Warren Total / Average 0.47 1.00 0.47 0.50 1.00 | 0.50 0.52 1.00 0.52
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2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
County Court Name Need | Have Utlz Need | Have | Utlz | Need | Have | Utlz
Adams Circuit 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 | 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01
Adams Superior 0.82 1.00 0.82 0.79 1.00 | 0.79 § 0.89 1.00 | 0.89
Total / Average 1.82 2.00 0.91 1.80 2.00 | 0.90 § 1.90 2.00 | 0.95
Allen Circuit 5.54 2.00 2.77 4.95 2.00 | 247 § 6.39 3.00 | 2.13
Allen Superior 1 2.24 2.00 1.12 24441 19.00 | 1.29 § 24.95| 19.00 | 1.31
Allen Superior 2 218 2.00 1.09
Allen Superior 3 2.25 2.00 1.12
Allen Superior 4 2.98 2.00 1.49
Allen Superior 5 2,77 2.00 1.38
Allen Superior 6 3.53 2.00 1.77
Allen Superior 7 3.90 2.50 1.56
Allen Superior 8 2.09 2.50 0.83
Allen Superior 9 242 2.00 1.21
Total / Average 29.89 | 21.00 1.42 29.39 | 21.00 | 1.40 § 31.34 | 22.00 | 1.42
Bartholomew/|Circuit 1.47 1.60 0.92 1.47 1.60 | 0.92 1.74 1.50 1.16
Bartholomew|Superior 1 1.73 1.00 1.73 1.50 1.00 | 1.50 1.50 1.00 1.50
Bartholomew|Superior 2 2.58 2.00 1.29 2.94 2.00 | 1.47 § 3.29 2.00 1.65
Total / Average 5.78 4.60 1.26 5.92 460 | 1.29 § 6.54 4.50 1.45
Benton Circuit 0.79 1.00 0.79 0.63 1.00 | 0.63 § 0.96 1.00 | 0.96
Total / Average 0.79 1.00 0.79 0.63 1.00 | 0.63 § 0.96 1.00 | 0.96
Blackford Circuit 0.56 1.00 0.56 0.68 1.00 | 0.68 § 0.83 1.00 | 0.83
Blackford Superior 0.40 1.00 0.40 0.42 1.00 | 042 § 0.54 1.00 | 0.54
Total / Average 0.96 2.00 0.48 1.10 2.00 | 0.55 § 1.37 2.00 | 0.69
Boone Circuit 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.28 1.00 | 1.28 1.50 1.25 1.20
Boone Superior 1 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.00 | 1.02 1.11 1.00 1.11
Boone Superior 2 1.03 1.20 0.86 1.08 1.20 | 0.90 1.08 1.00 1.08
Total / Average 3.50 3.20 1.09 3.38 3.20 | 1.06 | 3.70 3.25 | 1.14
Brown Circuit 1.15 2.00 0.58 1.19 2.00 | 0.60 1.20 2.00 | 0.60
Total / Average 1.15 2.00 0.58 1.19 2.00 | 0.60 § 1.20 2.00 | 0.60
Carroll Circuit 0.65 1.00 0.65 0.83 1.00 | 0.83 § 0.69 1.00 | 0.69
Carroll Superior 0.59 1.00 0.59 0.69 1.00 | 0.69 § 0.68 1.00 | 0.68
Total / Average 1.25 2.00 0.62 1.53 2.00 | 0.76 § 1.36 2.00 | 0.68
Cass Circuit 0.85 1.25 0.68 0.97 1.25 | 0.78 1.09 1.25 | 0.87
Cass Superior 1 1.54 1.00 1.54 1.47 1.00 | 1.47 § 2.09 1.00 2.09
Cass Superior 2 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.20 1.00 | 1.20 § 2.09 1.00 2.09
Total / Average 3.70 3.25 1.14 3.64 3.25 | 1.12 § 5.26 3.25 | 1.62
Clark Circuit 1.61 1.15 1.40 2.32 1.15 | 2.01 1.94 1.15 1.68
Clark Superior 1 2.69 1.15 2.34 2.30 1.15 | 2.00 § 2.17 1.15 1.89
Clark Superior 2 2.06 1.20 1.71 1.74 1.20 | 145 1.63 1.20 1.36
Clark Superior 3 2.72 1.50 1.82 2.55 1.50 | 1.70 § 3.56 1.50 | 2.38
Total / Average 9.08 5.00 1.82 8.90 5.00 | 1.78 | 9.31 5.00 1.86
Clay Circuit 1.10 1.00 1.10 1.05 1.00 | 1.05 1.02 1.00 1.02
Clay Superior 1.16 1.00 1.16 1.27 1.00 | 1.27 1.28 1.00 1.28
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County Court Name Need | Have Utlz Need | Have | Utlz | Need | Have | Utlz
Total / Average 2.26 2.00 1.13 2.32 2.00 | 1.16 § 2.29 2.00 | 1.15

Clinton Circuit 1.28 1.00 1.28 1.29 1.00 | 1.29 § 1.46 1.00 1.46
Clinton Superior 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.34 1.00 | 1.34 § 1.36 1.00 1.36
Total / Average 2,58 2.00 1.29 2.63 2.00 | 1.32 § 2.82 2.00 | 1.41

Crawford Circuit 1.19 1.00 1.19 1.17 1.00 [ 117 § 1.17 1.00 1.17
Total / Average 1.19 1.00 1.19 1.17 1.00 | 117 § 1.17 1.00 | 1.17

Daviess Circuit 1.02 1.00 1.02 0.96 1.00 | 0.96 § 0.86 1.00 | 0.86
Daviess Superior 1.04 1.00 1.04 1.10 1.00 [ 1.10 § 1.04 1.00 1.04
Total / Average 2.07 2.00 1.03 2.06 2.00 | 1.03 § 1.91 2.00 | 0.95

Dearborn Circuit 2.03 1.20 1.69 1.82 0.80 | 1.40 1.56 0.50 3.1
Dearborn Superior 1.79 1.20 1.49 1.71 1.00 | 1.61 1.76 1.00 1.76
Total / Average 3.81 2.40 1.59 3.53 1.80 | 1.49 § 3.32 1.50 | 2.21

Decatur Circuit 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 | 1.06 § 1.00 1.00 1.00
Decatur Superior 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 § 1.06 1.00 1.06
Total / Average 1.99 2.00 1.00 1.97 2.00 | 0.99 § 2.05 2.00 | 1.03

DeKalb Circuit 1.64 1.00 1.64 1.59 1.00 [ 159 f 1.75 1.00 1.75
DeKalb Superior 1.83 1.20 1.52 1.77 1.20 | 1.47 § 2.01 1.25 1.60
Total / Average 3.47 2.20 1.58 3.36 2.20 | 1.53 § 3.76 2.25 | 1.67

Delaware Circuit 1 1.54 1.50 1.03 1.74 245 | 0.71 210 275 | 0.77
Delaware Circuit 2 2.1 1.90 1.11 1.60 1.55 | 1.04 | 1.64 1.50 1.10
Delaware Circuit 3 0.89 1.60 0.56 1.01 1.50 | 0.67 § 1.18 1.85 | 0.64
Delaware Circuit 4 1.66 1.10 1.51 1.21 1.30 | 0.93 § 1.32 1.30 1.02
Delaware Circuit 5 1.63 1.40 1.16 1.88 125 | 1.50 § 2.19 1.50 1.46
Total / Average 7.83 7.50 1.04 7.45 8.05 | 093 § 8.44 8.90 0.95

Dubois Circuit 1.49 1.00 1.49 1.53 1.00 [ 1.53 f 1.59 1.00 1.59
Dubois Superior 1.35 1.00 1.35 1.08 1.00 | 1.08 1.67 1.00 1.67
Total / Average 2.85 2.00 1.42 2.61 2.00 | 1.31 3.26 2.00 | 1.63

Elkhart Circuit 3.35 2.30 1.46 3.26 230 | 1.42 § 3.09 3.00 1.03
Elkhart Superior 1 1.50 1.10 1.36 1.77 1.10 | 1.61 1.74 1.33 1.31
Elkhart Superior 2 2.22 1.60 1.39 213 1.30 | 1.64 § 2.08 1.33 1.57
Elkhart Superior 3 1.58 1.10 1.43 1.58 1.10 | 144 f 1.12 1.00 1.12
Elkhart Superior 4 [Goshen] 1.66 1.50 1.11 2.04 1.50 | 1.36 § 2.18 1.00 | 2.18
Elkhart Superior 5 [Elkhart] 1.86 1.40 1.33 1.50 1.70 | 0.88 § 1.90 1.33 1.43
Elkhart Superior 6 2.22 1.00 2.22 1.86 1.00 | 1.86 § 2.20 1.00 | 2.20
Total / Average 14.38 | 10.00 1.44 14.13 | 10.00 | 1.41 | 14.31 | 9.99 | 1.43

Fayette Circuit 1.64 1.00 1.64 1.56 1.00 | 1.56 § 1.56 1.00 1.56
Fayette Superior 0.82 1.00 0.82 1.03 1.00 | 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total / Average 2.46 2.00 1.23 2.59 2.00 | 1.30 § 2.57 2.00 | 1.28

Floyd Circuit 2.49 1.33 1.87 2.1 1.33 | 1.58 § 2.19 1.38 1.59
Floyd Superior 1 2.1 1.33 1.59 1.81 1.33 | 1.36 | 1.54 1.37 1.12
Floyd County 1.72 1.33 1.29 2.03 1.33 | 1.53 | 2.37 1.25 1.90
Total / Average 6.32 3.99 1.58 5.95 3.99 | 149 ] 6.10 4.00 | 1.52

Fountain Circuit 1.14 1.20 0.95 1.33 1.25 | 1.07 1.32 1.25 1.06
Total / Average 1.14 1.20 0.95 1.33 1.25 | 1.07 | 1.32 1.25 | 1.06
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County Court Name Need | Have Utlz Need | Have | Utlz | Need | Have | Utlz
Franklin Circuit 1.46 1.00 1.46 1.41 1.00 | 1.41 1.41 1.00 1.41
Total / Average 1.46 1.00 1.46 1.41 1.00 | 1.41 1.41 1.00 | 1.41

Fulton Circuit 0.80 1.00 0.80 0.78 1.00 | 0.78 § 0.77 1.00 | 0.77
Fulton Superior 0.87 1.00 0.87 0.88 1.00 | 0.88 § 0.80 1.00 | 0.80
Total / Average 1.67 2.00 0.84 1.66 2.00 | 0.83 § 1.57 2.00 | 0.78

Gibson Circuit 1.20 1.00 1.20 1.16 1.00 | 1.16 § 1.06 1.00 1.06
Gibson Superior 1.38 1.00 1.38 1.30 1.00 | 1.30 1.37 1.00 1.37
Total / Average 2.58 2.00 1.29 2.46 2.00 | 1.23 § 242 2.00 | 1.21

Grant Circuit 1.31 1.25 1.05 1.40 1.50 | 0.93 f 1.55 1.50 1.03
Grant Superior 1 1.08 1.00 1.08 0.95 1.00 [ 095 f 1.10 1.00 1.10
Grant Superior 2 1.27 1.60 0.79 1.33 1.60 | 0.83 § 1.16 1.30 | 0.89
Grant Superior 3 1.74 1.30 1.34 1.76 1.30 | 1.35 f 1.98 1.25 1.58
Total / Average 5.41 5.15 1.05 5.44 5.40 | 1.01 5.78 5.05 1.14

Greene Circuit 1.35 1.00 1.35 1.43 1.00 | 1.43 1.33 1.00 1.33
Greene Superior 1.14 1.00 1.14 1.28 1.00 | 1.28 1.28 1.00 1.28
Total / Average 2.49 2.00 1.24 2.71 2.00 | 1.35 § 2.60 2.00 | 1.30

Hamilton Circuit 2.38 1.53 1.56 2.1 1.53 | 1.38 | 2.63 1.53 1.72
Hamilton Superior 1 2.20 1.70 1.29 2.22 1.74 | 1.27 § 2.05 1.50 1.37
Hamilton Superior 2 1.37 1.43 0.96 1.27 1.33 | 095 f 1.24 1.33 | 0.93
Hamilton Superior 3 212 1.42 1.49 1.95 142 | 1.37 § 1.73 1.45 1.19
Hamilton Superior 4 2.00 1.38 1.45 1.77 119 | 149§ 1.74 1.19 1.47
Hamilton Superior 5 1.94 1.24 1.56 1.67 1.09 | 1.53 § 1.71 1.09 1.57
Total / Average 12.00 | 8.70 1.38 1098 | 8.30 | 1.32 § 1111 | 8.09 | 1.37

Hancock Circuit 1.30 1.00 1.30 1.26 1.00 | 1.26 1.34 1.00 1.34
Hancock Superior 1 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.30 1.00 | 1.30 1.32 1.00 1.32
Hancock Superior 2 1.40 1.00 1.40 1.42 1.00 | 1.42 1.38 1.00 1.38
Total / Average 4.15 3.00 1.38 3.98 3.00 | 1.33 § 4.04 | 3.00 | 1.35

Harrison Circuit 1.51 1.00 1.51 1.61 1.00 | 1.61 1.56 1.00 1.56
Harrison Superior 1.08 1.00 1.08 1.23 1.00 | 1.23 § 145 1.00 1.45
Total / Average 2.60 2.00 1.30 284 | 2.00 | 1.42 § 3.01 2.00 | 1.51

Hendricks Circuit 1.72 1.00 1.72 1.63 1.00 | 1.63 1.81 1.00 1.81
Hendricks Superior 1 1.60 1.00 1.60 1.53 1.00 | 1.53 1.57 1.00 1.57
Hendricks Superior 2 1.78 1.00 1.78 1.69 1.00 | 1.69 1.48 1.00 1.48
Hendricks Superior 3 1.68 1.00 1.68 1.58 1.00 | 1.58 1.56 1.00 1.56
Total / Average 6.78 4.00 1.70 6.44 | 4.00 | 1.61 6.42 4.00 | 1.61

Henry Circuit 1.58 1.35 1.17 1.49 1.35 | 1.11 1.44 1.35 1.06
Henry Superior 1 0.99 1.35 0.73 1.02 1.32 | 0.78 § 1.01 1.32 | 0.77
Henry Superior 2 1.14 1.00 1.14 1.12 1.00 [ 1.12 § 1.28 1.00 1.28
Total / Average 3.7 3.70 1.00 3.64 3.67 | 0.99 | 3.73 3.67 | 1.02

Howard Circuit 2.55 1.30 1.96 2.54 140 | 1.82 f 2.58 1.40 1.85
Howard Superior 1 1.93 1.00 1.93 2.54 1.00 | 2.54 1.84 1.00 1.84
Howard Superior 2 1.81 1.00 1.81 1.93 1.00 | 1.93 1.92 1.00 1.92
Howard Superior 3 242 1.00 242 1.80 1.00 | 1.80 § 2.05 1.00 2.05
Total / Average 8.71 4.30 2.02 8.81 440 | 2.00 § 8.40 440 | 1.91

Huntington |[Circuit 1.03 1.00 1.03 2.15 1.00 | 215 § 1.46 1.00 1.46
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Huntington |Superior 1.57 1.00 1.57 1.28 1.00 | 1.28 1.72 1.00 1.72
Total / Average 2.61 2.00 1.30 3.43 2.00 | 1.71 3.17 2.00 1.59

Jackson Circuit 2.39 1.60 1.50 1.80 140 [ 1.29 1.80 1.32 1.37
Jackson Superior 1.92 1.00 1.92 1.80 1.00 | 1.80 § 2.05 1.00 | 2.05
Total / Average 4.31 2.60 1.66 3.60 240 | 1.50 § 3.85 2.32 1.66

Jasper Circuit 1.1 1.00 1.1 1.97 1.00 | 1.97 1.28 1.00 1.28
Jasper Superior 1 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.13 1.00 | 1.13 1.07 1.00 1.07
Total / Average 212 2.00 1.06 3.10 2.00 | 1.55 § 2.35 2.00 1.17

Jay Circuit 0.76 1.00 0.76 0.80 1.00 | 0.80 § 0.72 1.00 | 0.72
Jay Superior 0.55 1.00 0.55 0.50 1.00 | 0.50 § 0.65 1.00 | 0.65
Total / Average 1.30 2.00 0.65 1.30 2.00 | 0.65 § 1.37 2.00 | 0.68

Jefferson Circuit 1.66 1.00 1.66 1.83 1.00 | 1.83 1.60 0.50 3.21
Jefferson Superior 1.58 1.00 1.58 1.55 1.00 | 1.55 1.76 1.00 1.76
Total / Average 3.24 2.00 1.62 3.38 2.00 | 1.69 § 3.36 1.50 | 2.24

Jennings Circuit 0.98 1.00 0.98 0.95 1.00 [ 0.95 1.04 1.00 1.04
Jennings Superior 1.16 1.00 1.16 1.49 1.00 | 1.49 1.47 1.00 1.47
Total / Average 214 2.00 1.07 244 2.00 | 1.22 § 2.52 2.00 1.26

Johnson Circuit 2.66 2.00 1.33 2.45 2.00 | 1.23 § 2.58 2.25 1.15
Johnson Superior 1 1.58 1.33 1.19 1.44 1.33 | 1.08 1.49 1.25 1.19
Johnson Superior 2 1.59 1.33 1.19 1.46 1.33 | 1.10 1.50 1.25 1.20
Johnson Superior 3 1.56 1.33 1.17 1.43 1.33 | 1.08 1.66 1.25 1.32
Total / Average 7.38 5.99 1.23 6.79 599 | 113 | 7.23 6.00 1.21

Knox Circuit 0.84 1.00 0.84 0.83 1.00 | 0.83 1.06 1.00 1.06
Knox Superior 1 1.30 1.00 1.30 1.29 1.00 | 1.29 1.06 1.00 1.06
Knox Superior 2 2.15 1.00 2.15 2.30 1.00 | 2.30 § 2.18 1.00 | 2.18
Total / Average 4.29 3.00 1.43 4.42 3.00 | 1.47 § 4.31 3.00 1.44

Kosciusko [Circuit 1.86 1.00 1.86 1.88 1.00 | 1.88 1.79 1.00 1.79
Kosciusko |Superior 1 1.28 1.00 1.28 1.33 1.00 | 1.33 1.62 1.00 1.62
Kosciusko |Superior 2 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.09 1.00 | 1.09 1.20 1.00 1.20
Kosciusko |Superior 3 0.75 1.00 0.75 0.78 1.00 | 0.78 § 0.78 1.00 0.78
Total / Average 4.94 4.00 1.23 5.09 4.00 | 1.27 § 5.40 4.00 1.35

Lagrange Circuit 1.14 1.00 1.14 1.09 1.00 | 1.09 1.18 1.00 1.18
Lagrange Superior 1.06 1.00 1.06 1.19 1.00 | 1.19 1.53 1.00 1.53
Total / Average 2.21 2.00 1.10 2.28 2.00 | 114 § 2.70 2.00 1.35

Lake Circuit 4.64 3.70 1.25 4.20 340 | 124} 3.71 3.60 1.03
Lake Superior, Civil 1 1.25 1.20 1.04 1.42 1.20 1.18 1.69 1.40 1.21
Lake Superior, Civil 2 1.08 1.40 0.77 1.10 1.40 | 0.79 1.75 1.80 | 0.97
Lake Superior, Civil 3 4.08 3.50 1.17 4.19 3.40 | 1.23 | 3.38 2.33 1.45
Lake Superior, Civil 4 0.30 1.00 0.30 0.31 1.00 | 0.31 1.32 1.00 1.32
Lake Superior, Civil 5 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.07 1.00 1.07 1.98 1.58 1.25
Lake Superior, Juvenile 5.36 6.35 0.84 5.33 6.35 0.84 5.46 5.06 1.08
Lake Superior, County 1 3.09 2.20 1.40 2.27 2.25 | 1.01 242 2.25 1.07
Lake Superior, County 2 5.61 2.00 2.81 5.38 2.00 | 269 | 4.06 2.00 2.03
Lake Superior, County 3 3.41 2.20 1.55 3.44 3.00 | 115 f 3.59 2.20 1.63
Lake Superior, Civil 6 0.84 1.00 0.84 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 § 3.14 1.00 | 3.14
Lake Superior, Civil 7 0.85 1.00 0.85 0.90 1.00 | 0.90 § 2.54 1.00 | 2.54
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Lake Superior, County 4 1.46 1.20 1.21 1.14 1.20 | 0.95 § 048 1.25 0.38
Lake Superior, Crim 1 1.29 1.50 0.86 1.24 1.50 | 0.83 0.90 1.50 0.60
Lake Superior, Crim 2 1.29 1.50 0.86 1.45 1.50 | 0.97 0.94 1.50 0.62
Lake Superior, Crim 3 1.27 1.50 0.85 1.22 1.50 | 0.81 0.86 1.50 0.57
Lake Superior, Crim 4 1.38 1.50 0.92 1.20 1.50 | 0.80 § 0.87 1.50 0.58
Total / Average 38.28 | 33.75 1.13 36.77 | 34.20 | 1.08 }| 39.06 | 32.47 | 1.20
La Porte Circuit 2.56 2.40 1.07 2.67 2,50 | 1.07 § 2.91 2.43 1.20
La Porte Superior 1 1.83 1.00 1.83 1.54 1.00 | 1.54 1.42 1.00 1.42
La Porte Superior 2 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.46 1.00 | 1.46 1.33 1.00 1.33
La Porte Superior 3 (LaPorte) 1.93 1.00 1.93 2.03 1.00 | 2.03 § 2.41 1.00 2.41
La Porte Superior 4 (Michigan 2.70 1.40 1.93 2.79 1.50 | 1.86 § 3.01 1.57 1.91
Cty)
Total / Average 10.33 | 6.80 1.52 1049 | 7.00 | 1.50 § 11.07 | 7.00 1.58
Lawrence Circuit 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.41 1.60 | 0.88 1.55 1.60 0.97
Lawrence Superior 1 1.04 1.00 1.04 0.96 1.00 | 0.96 1.08 1.00 1.08
Lawrence Superior 2 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.13 1.00 | 1.13 1.32 1.00 1.32
Total / Average 3.51 3.00 1.17 3.50 3.60 | 0.97 § 3.94 3.60 1.10
Madison Circuit 1.85 1.42 1.30 2.44 1.40 | 1.74 § 2.52 1.75 1.44
Madison Superior 1 1.99 1.55 1.28 2.00 1.50 | 1.34 § 2.10 1.61 1.30
Madison Superior 2 2.70 1.40 1.93 2.44 1.40 | 1.75 § 2.48 1.60 1.55
Madison Superior 3 1.99 1.56 1.27 1.73 1.52 | 1.14 1.88 1.51 1.25
Madison County 1 1.26 1.10 1.14 1.04 1.26 | 0.82 1.07 1.06 1.01
Madison County 2 1.19 1.1 1.07 1.22 1.06 | 1.15 1.17 1.06 1.10
Total / Average 10.97 | 8.14 1.35 10.88 | 8.14 | 1.34 § 11.21 | 8.59 1.30
Marion Circuit 6.30 4.50 1.40 5.54 7.00 | 1.39 § 6.74 7.00 0.96
Marion Superior, Civil 1 2.26 1.90 1.19 2.19 1.60 1.37 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Civil 2 2.62 2.10 1.25 217 1.60 1.36 3.23 1.68 1.92
Marion Superior, Civil 3 2.25 1.90 1.19 2.23 1.50 1.49 2.88 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Civil 4 2.24 2.00 1.12 2.00 2.20 | 0.91 2.88 2.28 1.26
Marion Superior, Civil 5 2.22 2.00 1.11 2.21 1.60 1.38 2.88 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Civil 6 2.23 2.00 1.12 2.18 1.60 1.36 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Civil 7 2.25 2.00 1.13 2.18 1.60 1.36 2.88 2.13 1.35
Marion Superior, Probate 2.84 4.00 0.71 2.77 3.00 | 0.92 2.72 4.00 0.68
Marion Superior, Juvenile 8.92 6.40 1.39 8.68 6.00 1.45 8.14 6.00 1.36
Marion Superior, Civil 10 2.22 1.90 1.17 217 1.60 1.36 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Civil 11 2.21 2.00 1.10 2.19 1.60 1.37 2.89 1.68 1.72
Marion Superior, Civil 12 2.20 2.00 1.10 2.16 1.60 1.35 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Civil 13 2.29 2.00 1.14 2.21 1.60 1.38 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Crim 7 1.91 1.31 1.46 1.95 1.20 1.63 1.95 2.25 0.86
Marion Superior, Crim 8 1.93 1.31 1.47 1.95 1.20 1.63 1.94 1.40 1.38
Marion Superior, Crim 9 1.41 1.44 0.98 1.77 1.40 1.27 1.75 1.50 1.17
Marion Superior, Crim 10 1.76 1.31 1.35 1.75 1.20 1.46 1.71 1.00 1.71
Marion Superior, Crim 11 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00 3.00 | 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Marion Superior, Crim 12 2.26 2.06 1.10 1.84 2.00 | 0.92 1.44 1.00 1.44
Marion Superior, Crim 13 455 2.06 2.21 4.89 2.00 | 2.44 3.87 2.00 1.94
Marion Superior, Crim 15 1.82 1.36 1.34 1.78 1.40 1.27 1.74 1.40 1.24
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Marion Superior, Crim 16 1.45 1.51 0.96 1.82 1.70 1.07 1.90 1.50 1.27
Marion Superior, Crim 17 1.44 1.54 0.94 1.84 1.70 | 1.08 1.83 1.50 1.22
Marion Superior, Crim 18 1.82 1.39 1.31 1.76 1.40 1.26 1.74 1.20 1.45
Marion Superior, Crim 19 1.74 1.31 1.33 1.75 1.20 1.46 1.71 1.50 1.14
Marion Superior, Crim 1 1.22 1.76 0.70 1.34 1.50 | 0.89 0.85 1.66 0.51
Marion Superior, Crim 2 1.10 1.76 0.63 1.28 1.50 | 0.85 0.73 1.66 0.44
Marion Superior, Crim 3 1.21 1.71 0.71 1.29 1.75 | 0.74 0.78 1.96 0.40
Marion Superior, Crim 4 1.19 1.86 0.64 1.30 1.50 | 0.87 0.77 2.16 0.35
Marion Superior, Crim 5 1.22 1.86 0.66 1.39 1.50 | 0.93 0.78 1.66 0.47
Marion Superior, Crim 6 1.21 1.81 0.67 1.24 1.50 | 0.82 0.74 2.16 0.34
Marion Superior, Crim 14 1.95 1.86 1.05 1.44 1.50 | 0.96 1.66 1.50 1.11
Marion Superior, Crim 20 3.20 2.81 1.14 3.70 2.50 1.48 1.80 2.50 0.72
Marion Superior, Crim 21 1.89 2.06 0.92 1.83 1.40 1.31 1.38 1.50 0.92
Marion Violations Bureau 3.49 0.00 0.00 5.64 0.00 | 0.00 2.1 0.00 0.00
Total / Average 82.86 | 72.12 1.15 84.44 | 68.15 | 1.30 || 82.78 | 70.54 | 1.17

Marshall Circuit 1.05 1.00 1.05 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 § 0.99 1.00 0.99
Marshall Superior 1 1.22 1.00 1.22 1.09 1.00 | 1.09 § 0.90 1.00 0.90
Marshall Superior 2 1.64 1.00 1.64 1.62 1.00 | 1.62 § 2.12 1.00 2.12
Total / Average 3.91 3.00 1.30 3.63 3.00 | 1.21 4.01 3.00 1.34

Martin Circuit 0.92 1.00 0.92 0.97 1.00 | 0.97 1.03 1.00 1.03
Total / Average 0.92 1.00 0.92 0.97 1.00 | 0.97 § 1.03 1.00 1.03

Miami Circuit 1.59 1.00 1.59 1.42 1.00 | 1.42 1.38 1.00 1.38
Miami Superior 1.41 1.00 1.41 1.53 1.00 | 1.53 1.74 1.00 1.74
Total / Average 3.00 2.00 1.50 2.95 2.00 | 1.47 | 3.12 2.00 1.56

Monroe Circuit 1 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.54 1.00 | 1.54 1.51 1.00 1.51
Monroe Circuit 2 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.59 1.00 | 1.59 1.56 1.00 1.56
Monroe Circuit 3 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.40 1.00 | 1.40 1.52 1.00 1.52
Monroe Circuit 4 1.53 1.00 1.53 1.63 1.00 | 1.63 1.57 1.00 1.57
Monroe Circuit 5 1.63 1.00 1.63 1.53 1.00 | 1.53 1.54 1.00 1.54
Monroe Circuit 6 1.62 1.00 1.62 1.63 1.00 | 1.63 1.56 1.00 1.56
Monroe Circuit 7 1.43 1.00 1.43 1.50 1.00 | 1.50 1.52 1.00 1.52
Total / Average 1042 | 7.00 1.49 10.83 | 7.00 | 1.55 § 10.78 | 7.00 1.54

Montgomery |Circuit 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.11 1.00 | 1.11 1.12 1.00 1.12
Montgomery |Superior 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.13 1.00 1.13
Montgomery |County 1.03 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 1.18 1.00 1.18
Total / Average 3.12 3.00 1.04 3.14 3.00 | 1.05 § 3.43 3.00 1.14

Morgan Circuit 1.37 1.50 0.91 1.23 1.50 | 0.82 1.49 1.50 0.99
Morgan Superior 1 1.42 1.50 0.95 1.36 1.50 | 0.91 1.22 1.50 0.81
Morgan Superior 2 0.86 1.00 0.86 0.95 1.00 | 095 § 0.72 1.00 0.72
Morgan Superior 3 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 § 0.77 1.00 0.77
Total / Average 4.75 5.00 0.95 4.54 5.00 | 0.91 4.19 5.00 0.84

Newton Circuit 0.56 1.00 0.56 0.57 1.00 | 0.57 § 0.68 1.00 0.68
Newton Superior 0.73 1.00 0.73 0.74 1.00 | 0.74 § 0.77 1.00 0.77
Total / Average 1.29 2.00 0.64 1.31 2.00 | 0.65 § 1.46 2.00 0.73

Noble Circuit 1.36 1.00 1.36 1.33 1.00 | 1.33 1.45 1.00 1.45
Noble Superior 1 1.24 1.00 1.24 1.35 1.00 | 1.35 1.51 1.00 1.51
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Noble Superior 2 1.07 1.00 1.07 1.23 1.00 | 1.23 1.29 1.00 1.29

Total / Average 3.67 3.00 1.22 3.92 3.00 | 1.31 4.25 3.00 | 1.42

Ohio Circuit 0.19 0.10 1.89 0.20 0.10 | 199 § 0.18 0.50 | 0.36

Ohio Superior 0.37 0.50 0.74 0.39 0.50 | 0.77 § 0.37 0.50 | 0.74

Total / Average 0.56 0.60 0.93 0.59 0.60 | 0.98 | 0.55 1.00 | 0.55

Orange Circuit 0.89 1.00 0.89 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 § 0.82 1.00 0.82

Orange Superior 1.07 1.00 1.07 1.25 1.00 | 1.25 1.22 1.00 1.22

Total / Average 1.96 2.00 0.98 217 2.00 | 1.08 § 2.05 2.00 | 1.02

Owen Circuit 1.57 1.60 0.98 1.65 1.50 | 1.10 § 1.71 1.50 1.14

Total / Average 1.57 1.60 0.98 1.65 150 | 1.10 1.71 1.50 1.14

Parke Circuit 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.17 1.00 [ 117 § 1.23 1.00 1.23

Total / Average 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.17 1.00 | 117 § 1.23 1.00 | 1.23

Perry Circuit 1.68 1.00 1.68 1.67 1.00 | 1.67 § 1.72 1.00 1.72

Total / Average 1.68 1.00 1.68 1.67 1.00 | 1.67 § 1.72 1.00 | 1.72

Pike Circuit 1.28 1.50 0.85 1.23 150 [ 0.82 f 1.19 1.50 | 0.79

Total / Average 1.28 1.50 0.85 1.23 1.50 | 0.82 § 1.19 1.50 | 0.79

Porter Circuit 2.15 2.00 1.08 1.91 2.00 | 0.96 § 2.22 2.00 1.11

Porter Superior 1 2.32 2.00 1.16 2.31 2.00 | 1.16 § 2.46 2.00 1.23

Porter Superior 2 2.22 2.00 1.11 213 2.00 | 1.07 § 2.50 2.00 1.25

Porter Superior 3 1.34 1.00 1.34 1.45 1.00 | 145 f 1.59 1.00 1.59

Porter Superior 4 1.59 1.00 1.59 1.57 1.00 | 1.57 § 1.72 1.00 1.72

Porter Superior 6 1.60 1.00 1.60 1.64 1.00 | 1.64 § 1.80 1.00 1.80

Total / Average 11.23 | 9.00 1.25 11.02 | 9.00 | 1.22 §} 12.28 | 9.00 | 1.36

Posey Circuit 0.88 1.00 0.88 0.85 1.00 | 0.85 § 0.87 1.00 | 0.87

Posey Superior 0.79 1.00 0.79 0.83 1.00 | 0.83 § 0.76 1.00 0.76

Total / Average 1.66 2.00 0.83 1.67 2.00 | 0.84 § 1.63 2.00 | 0.82

Pulaski Circuit 0.64 1.00 0.64 0.68 1.00 | 0.68 § 0.78 1.00 | 0.78

Pulaski Superior 0.68 1.00 0.68 0.57 1.00 | 0.57 § 0.63 1.00 | 0.63

Total / Average 1.32 2.00 0.66 1.25 2.00 | 0.62 § 1.41 2.00 | 0.70

Putnam Circuit 1.51 1.00 1.51 1.55 1.00 | 1.55 1.28 1.00 1.28

Putnam Superior 1.24 1.00 1.24 1.34 1.00 | 1.34 1.46 1.00 1.46

Total / Average 2.75 2.00 1.37 2.89 2.00 | 1.45 § 2.75 2.00 | 1.37

Randolph Circuit 0.87 1.00 0.87 0.96 1.00 | 0.96 § 0.94 1.00 | 0.94

Randolph Superior 0.84 1.00 0.84 0.71 1.00 | 0.71 0.94 1.00 | 0.94

Total / Average 1.72 2.00 0.86 1.67 2.00 | 0.84 § 1.88 2.00 | 0.94

Ripley Circuit 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.10 1.00 [ 1.10 § 0.99 1.00 | 0.99

Ripley Superior 0.77 1.00 0.77 0.78 1.00 | 0.78 § 0.90 1.00 | 0.90

Total / Average 1.82 2.00 0.91 1.88 2.00 | 094 § 1.89 2.00 | 0.95

Rush Circuit 0.70 1.00 0.70 0.85 1.00 | 0.85 § 0.68 1.00 | 0.68

Rush Superior 0.67 1.00 0.67 0.65 1.00 | 0.65 § 0.74 1.00 | 0.74

Total / Average 1.37 2.00 0.68 1.49 2.00 | 0.75 § 1.42 2.00 | 0.71

St. Joseph [Circuit 4.46 3.00 1.49 4.43 3.00 | 148 | 6.34 3.00 | 2.11

St. Joseph |Superior 1 2.16 1.25 1.73 13.51 | 10.00 | 1.35 § 14.13 ] 10.00 | 1.41
St. Joseph |Superior 2 2.27 1.25 1.82
St. Joseph |Superior 3 2.22 1.25 1.78
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2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
County Court Name Need | Have Utlz Need | Have | Utlz | Need | Have | Utlz
St. Joseph |Superior 4 1.37 1.33 1.03
St. Joseph [Superior 5 1.45 1.33 1.09
St. Joseph |Superior 6 1.19 1.00 1.19
St. Joseph |Superior 7 1.39 1.33 1.04
St. Joseph |Superior 8 1.79 1.25 1.43
St. Joseph |Probate 3.94 3.00 1.31 3.55 3.00 | 1.18 § 3.74 3.00 1.25
Total / Average 22.24 | 15.99 1.39 21.49 | 16.00 | 1.34 § 24.21 | 16.00 | 1.51
Scott Circuit 1.27 1.00 1.27 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 1.17 1.00 1.17
Scott Superior 1.41 1.00 1.41 1.38 1.00 | 1.38 1.38 1.00 1.38
Total / Average 2.67 2.00 1.34 2.55 2.00 | 1.28 § 2.55 2.00 1.27
Shelby Circuit 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.06 1.00 | 1.06 1.11 1.00 1.11
Shelby Superior 1 1.37 1.00 1.37 1.40 1.00 | 1.40 1.52 1.00 1.52
Shelby Superior 2 1.29 1.00 1.29 1.40 1.00 | 1.40 1.53 1.00 1.53
Total / Average 3.75 3.00 1.25 3.86 3.00 | 1.29 | 4.16 3.00 1.39
Spencer Circuit 1.76 1.00 1.76 1.49 1.00 | 1.49 1.76 1.00 1.76
Total / Average 1.76 1.00 1.76 1.49 1.00 | 1.49 § 1.76 1.00 1.76
Starke Circuit 1.59 2.00 0.80 1.59 2.00 | 0.80 1.86 2.00 | 0.93
Total / Average 1.59 2.00 0.80 1.59 2.00 | 0.80 § 1.86 2.00 | 0.93
Steuben Circuit 1.22 1.50 0.81 1.11 1.50 | 0.74 1.18 1.50 0.79
Steuben Superior 1.68 1.50 1.12 1.88 1.50 | 1.25 1.87 1.50 1.25
Total / Average 2.90 3.00 0.97 2.99 3.00 | 1.00 § 3.05 3.00 1.02
Sullivan Circuit 1.03 1.50 0.69 1.14 1.50 | 0.76 1.10 150 | 0.73
Sullivan Superior 0.99 1.50 0.66 0.98 1.50 | 0.65 1.04 1.50 | 0.69
Total / Average 2.02 3.00 0.67 212 3.00 | 0.71 213 3.00 | 0.71
Switzerland |[Circuit 0.05 0.50 0.10 0.04 0.50 | 0.08 § 0.05 0.50 | 0.09
Switzerland |Superior 0.88 0.50 1.76 0.87 050 | 1.73 § 0.77 0.50 1.55
Total / Average 0.93 1.00 0.93 0.91 1.00 | 0.91 0.82 1.00 | 0.82
Tippecanoe |Circuit 1.80 1.05 1.71 1.26 1.05 | 1.20 1.44 1.18 1.22
Tippecanoe |Superior 1 1.83 1.05 1.75 213 1.05 | 203 f 2.12 1.18 1.79
Tippecanoe |Superior 2 1.42 1.05 1.35 2.05 1.05 | 1.95 1.65 1.18 1.40
Tippecanoe |Superior 3 1.49 1.00 1.49 1.51 1.00 | 1.51 1.43 1.00 1.43
Tippecanoe |Superior 4 1.59 1.25 1.27 1.15 1.25 | 0.92 1.34 1.18 1.14
Tippecanoe |Superior 5 1.75 1.25 1.40 1.13 1.25 | 0.90 § 2.39 1.18 2.02
Tippecanoe |Superior 6 1.64 1.25 1.31 2.24 125 | 1.79 § 2.68 1.10 243
Total / Average 11.52 | 7.90 1.46 1146 | 7.90 | 1.45 § 10.36 | 6.90 1.50
Tipton Circuit 0.86 1.00 0.86 0.70 1.11 | 0.63 § 0.75 1.13 | 0.66
Total / Average 0.86 1.00 0.86 0.70 111 | 0.63 § 0.75 1.50 | 0.50
Union Circuit 0.69 1.00 0.69 0.69 1.00 | 0.69 § 0.75 1.00 | 0.75
Total / Average 0.69 1.00 0.69 0.69 1.00 | 0.69 § 0.75 1.00 | 0.75
Vanderburgh|Circuit 3.47 2.00 1.73 3.59 2.00 | 1.79 § 2.63 2.00 1.31
Vanderburgh|Superior 1 243 1.70 1.43 2.88 2.00 | 144 | 3.36 2.00 1.68
Vanderburgh|Superior 2 2.30 1.67 1.38
Vanderburgh|Superior 3 2.45 1.67 1.47
Vanderburgh|Superior 4 2.62 2.00 1.31 14.40 | 10.00 | 1.44 § 13.85] 10.00 | 1.38
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2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001

County Court Name Need | Have Utlz Need | Have | Utlz | Need | Have | Utlz
Vanderburgh|Superior 5 2.44 1.67 1.46
Vanderburgh|Superior 6 2.44 1.67 1.46
Vanderburgh|Superior 7 242 1.67 1.45

Total / Average 20.57 | 14.05 1.46 20.87 | 14.00 | 1.49 § 19.84 | 14.00 | 1.42

Vermillion Circuit 1.21 1.00 1.21 1.24 1.00 | 1.24 § 1.22 1.00 1.22

Total / Average 1.21 1.00 1.21 1.24 1.00 | 1.24 § 1.22 1.00 | 1.22

Vigo Circuit 1.54 2.00 0.77 2.70 2.00 | 1.35 § 2.81 2.00 1.40

Vigo Superior 1 1.41 1.00 1.41 1.46 1.00 | 146 § 1.40 1.00 1.40

Vigo Superior 2 1.61 1.00 1.61 1.81 1.00 | 1.81 1.76 1.00 1.76
Vigo Superior 3 1.59 1.00 1.59

Vigo Superior 4 1.1 1.00 1.1 1.15 1.00 | 1.15 1.46 1.00 1.46

Vigo Superior 5 1.58 1.00 1.58 1.50 1.00 | 1.50 1.80 1.00 1.80

Total / Average 8.85 7.00 1.26 8.61 6.00 | 1.43 | 9.22 6.00 | 1.54

Wabash Circuit 1.34 1.00 1.34 1.48 1.07 | 1.38 § 1.45 1.03 1.41

Wabash Superior 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.08 1.00 | 1.08 § 1.25 1.00 1.25

Total / Average 2.38 2.00 1.19 2.56 2.07 | 1.24 § 2.70 2.03 | 1.33

Warren Circuit 0.47 1.00 0.47 0.50 1.00 | 0.50 § 0.52 1.00 | 0.52

Total / Average 0.47 1.00 0.47 0.50 1.00 | 0.50 § 0.52 1.00 | 0.52

Warrick Circuit 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 § 1.36 1.00 1.36

Warrick Superior 1 0.89 1.00 0.89 1.06 1.00 | 1.06 § 1.18 1.00 1.18

Warrick Superior 2 1.25 1.00 1.25 1.13 1.00 | 1.13 § 1.21 1.00 1.21

Total / Average 3.45 3.00 1.15 3.37 3.00 | 112 |} 3.75 3.00 | 1.25

Washington |[Circuit 1.27 1.00 1.27 1.16 1.00 | 1.16 1.31 1.00 1.31

Washington |Superior 1.26 1.00 1.26 0.95 1.00 | 0.95 1.22 1.00 1.22

Total / Average 2.53 2.00 1.26 2.11 2.00 | 1.06 § 2.53 2.00 | 1.26

Wayne Circuit 1.18 1.00 1.18 1.32 1.00 | 1.32 § 1.34 1.00 1.34

Wayne Superior 1 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.25 1.00 | 1.25 § 1.40 1.00 1.40

Wayne Superior 2 1.27 1.00 1.27 1.23 1.00 | 1.23 § 1.32 1.00 1.32

Wayne Superior 3 2.45 1.50 1.63 2.30 1.50 | 1.53 f 1.75 1.50 1.17

Total / Average 6.21 4.50 1.38 6.11 450 | 1.36 | 5.81 4.50 1.29

Wells Circuit 0.70 1.00 0.70 0.71 1.00 | 0.71 0.84 1.00 | 0.84

Wells Superior 0.85 1.00 0.85 0.82 1.00 | 0.82 § 0.87 1.00 | 0.87

Total / Average 1.55 2.00 0.77 1.53 2.00 | 0.76 § 1.71 2.00 | 0.85

White Circuit 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.54 1.00 | 1.54 § 144 1.00 1.44

White Superior 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.02 1.00 | 1.02 § 1.12 1.00 1.12

Total / Average 2.41 2.00 1.20 2.56 2.00 | 1.28 § 2.55 2.00 | 1.28

Whitley Circuit 1.22 1.00 1.22 1.12 1.00 | 112 § 1.1 1.00 1.11

Whitley Superior 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.04 1.00 | 1.04 § 1.23 1.00 1.23

Total / Average 2.24 2.00 1.12 2.15 2.00 | 1.08 § 2.34 | 2.00 | 1.17

STATE Total/Average [ 506.45|411.73| 1.23 [504.06| 405.34| 1.24 §520.95| 409.42| 1.27

Note: 2003 was the first year that Allen, St. Joseph, and Vanderburgh counties reported statistics

on an individual court basis.

22




Attachment A

Report of Individual Courts

In

Ranked Order by Utilization
(Severity of Need)
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz
Lake Superior, County 2 5.61 2.00 2.81 5.38 2.00 | 269 § 4.06 2.00 | 2.03
Allen Circuit 5.54 2.00 2.77 4.95 2.00 | 247 § 6.39 3.00 | 2.13
Howard Superior 3 242 1.00 242 1.80 1.00 | 1.80 § 2.05 1.00 | 2.05
Clark Superior 1 2.69 1.15 2.34 2.30 1.15 | 2.00 § 2.17 1.15 1.89
Elkhart Superior 6 2.22 1.00 2.22 1.86 1.00 | 1.86 § 2.20 1.00 | 2.20
Marion Superior, Crim 13 4.55 2.06 2.21 4.89 2.00 | 244 § 3.87 2.00 1.94
Knox Superior 2 2.15 1.00 2.15 2.30 1.00 | 2.30 § 2.18 1.00 | 2.18
Howard Circuit 2.55 1.30 1.96 2.54 140 | 1.82 f 2.58 1.40 1.85
Howard Superior 1 1.93 1.00 1.93 2.54 1.00 | 2.54 1.84 1.00 1.84
La Porte Superior 3 (LaPorte) 1.93 1.00 1.93 2.03 1.00 | 2.03 § 2.41 1.00 | 2.41
La Porte Superior 4 (Michigan 2.70 1.40 1.93 2.79 1.50 | 1.86 § 3.01 1.57 1.91
Cty)
Madison Superior 2 2.70 1.40 1.93 2.44 140 | 1.75 | 2.48 1.60 1.55
Jackson Superior 1.92 1.00 1.92 1.80 1.00 | 1.80 § 2.05 1.00 | 2.05
Ohio Circuit 0.19 0.10 1.89 0.20 0.10 | 199 § 0.18 0.50 | 0.36
Floyd Circuit 2.49 1.33 1.87 2.1 1.33 | 1.58 § 2.19 1.38 1.59
Kosciusko [Circuit 1.86 1.00 1.86 1.88 1.00 | 1.88 1.79 1.00 1.79
La Porte Superior 1 1.83 1.00 1.83 1.54 1.00 | 1.54 1.42 1.00 1.42
Clark Superior 3 2.72 1.50 1.82 2.55 1.50 | 1.70 § 3.56 1.50 | 2.38
St. Joseph |Superior 2 2.27 1.25 1.82
Howard Superior 2 1.81 1.00 1.81 1.93 1.00 | 1.93 1.92 1.00 1.92
Hendricks Superior 2 1.78 1.00 1.78 1.69 1.00 | 1.69 1.48 1.00 1.48
St. Joseph |Superior 3 2.22 1.25 1.78
Allen Superior 6 3.53 2.00 1.77
Spencer Circuit 1.76 1.00 1.76 1.49 1.00 | 1.49 1.76 1.00 1.76
Switzerland |Superior 0.88 0.50 1.76 0.87 050 | 1.73 § 0.77 0.50 1.55
Tippecanoe |Superior 1 1.83 1.05 1.75 2.13 1.05 | 203 § 2.12 1.18 1.79
Bartholomew|Superior 1 1.73 1.00 1.73 1.50 1.00 | 1.50 1.50 1.00 1.50
St. Joseph |Superior 1 2.16 1.25 1.73 13.51 | 10.00 | 1.35 § 14.13 ] 10.00 | 1.41
Vanderburgh|Circuit 3.47 2.00 1.73 3.59 2.00 | 1.79 § 2.63 2.00 1.31
Hendricks  [Circuit 1.72 1.00 1.72 1.63 1.00 | 1.63 1.81 1.00 1.81
Clark Superior 2 2.06 1.20 1.71 1.74 1.20 | 1.45 1.63 1.20 1.36
Tippecanoe |[Circuit 1.80 1.05 1.71 1.26 1.05 | 1.20 1.44 1.18 1.22
Dearborn Circuit 2.03 1.20 1.69 1.82 0.80 | 1.40 1.56 0.50 3.1
Hendricks Superior 3 1.68 1.00 1.68 1.58 1.00 | 1.58 1.56 1.00 1.56
Perry Circuit 1.68 1.00 1.68 1.67 1.00 | 1.67 1.72 1.00 1.72
Jefferson Circuit 1.66 1.00 1.66 1.83 1.00 | 1.83 1.60 0.50 3.21
DeKalb Circuit 1.64 1.00 1.64 1.59 1.00 | 1.59 1.75 1.00 1.75
Fayette Circuit 1.64 1.00 1.64 1.56 1.00 | 1.56 1.56 1.00 1.56
Marshall Superior 2 1.64 1.00 1.64 1.62 1.00 | 1.62 § 2.12 1.00 2.12
Monroe Circuit 5 1.63 1.00 1.63 1.53 1.00 [ 1.53 1.54 1.00 1.54
Wayne Superior 3 2.45 1.50 1.63 2.30 1.50 | 1.53 1.75 1.50 1.17
Monroe Circuit 6 1.62 1.00 1.62 1.63 1.00 | 1.63 1.56 1.00 1.56
Vigo Superior 2 1.61 1.00 1.61 1.81 1.00 | 1.81 1.76 1.00 1.76
Hendricks Superior 1 1.60 1.00 1.60 1.53 1.00 | 1.53 1.57 1.00 1.57
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz
Porter Superior 6 1.60 1.00 1.60 1.64 1.00 | 1.64 1.80 1.00 1.80
Floyd Superior 1 2.1 1.33 1.59 1.81 1.33 | 1.36 1.54 1.37 1.12
Miami Circuit 1.59 1.00 1.59 1.42 1.00 | 1.42 1.38 1.00 1.38
Porter Superior 4 1.59 1.00 1.59 1.57 1.00 | 1.57 1.72 1.00 1.72
Vigo Superior 3 1.59 1.00 1.59
Jefferson Superior 1.58 1.00 1.58 1.55 1.00 | 1.55 1.76 1.00 1.76
Vigo Superior 5 1.58 1.00 1.58 1.50 1.00 | 1.50 1.80 1.00 1.80
Huntington |Superior 1.57 1.00 1.57 1.28 1.00 | 1.28 1.72 1.00 1.72
Allen Superior 7 3.90 2.50 1.56
Hamilton Circuit 2.38 1.53 1.56 2.11 1.53 | 1.38 | 2.63 1.53 1.72
Hamilton Superior 5 1.94 1.24 1.56 1.67 1.09 | 1.53 1.71 1.09 1.57
Lake Superior, County 3 3.41 2.20 1.55 3.44 3.00 | 1.15 § 3.59 2.20 1.63
Cass Superior 1 1.54 1.00 1.54 1.47 1.00 | 147 § 2.09 1.00 | 2.09
Monroe Circuit 4 1.53 1.00 1.53 1.63 1.00 | 1.63 1.57 1.00 1.57
DeKalb Superior 1.83 1.20 1.52 1.77 1.20 | 1.47 § 2.01 1.25 1.60
Delaware Circuit 4 1.66 1.10 1.51 1.21 1.30 | 0.93 1.32 1.30 1.02
Harrison Circuit 1.51 1.00 1.51 1.61 1.00 | 1.61 1.56 1.00 1.56
Putnam Circuit 1.51 1.00 1.51 1.55 1.00 [ 1.55 1.28 1.00 1.28
Jackson Circuit 2.39 1.60 1.50 1.80 140 [ 1.29 1.80 1.32 1.37
Allen Superior 4 2.98 2.00 1.49
Dearborn Superior 1.79 1.20 1.49 1.71 1.00 1.61 1.76 1.00 1.76
Dubois Circuit 1.49 1.00 1.49 1.53 1.00 | 1.53 1.59 1.00 1.59
Hamilton Superior 3 2.12 1.42 1.49 1.95 1.42 | 1.37 1.73 1.45 1.19
St. Joseph |Circuit 4.46 3.00 1.49 4.43 3.00 | 148 | 6.34 3.00 2.1
Tippecanoe |Superior 3 1.49 1.00 1.49 1.51 1.00 | 1.51 1.43 1.00 1.43
Marion Superior, Crim 8 1.93 1.31 1.47 1.95 1.20 1.63 1.94 1.40 1.38
Vanderburgh|Superior 3 2.45 1.67 1.47
Elkhart Circuit 3.35 2.30 1.46 3.26 230 | 1.42 § 3.09 3.00 1.03
Franklin Circuit 1.46 1.00 1.46 1.41 1.00 | 1.41 1.41 1.00 1.41
Marion Superior, Crim 7 1.91 1.31 1.46 1.95 1.20 | 1.63 1.95 225 | 0.86
Vanderburgh|Superior 5 2.44 1.67 1.46
Vanderburgh|Superior 6 2.44 1.67 1.46
Boone Circuit 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.28 1.00 | 1.28 1.50 1.25 1.20
Hamilton Superior 4 2.00 1.38 1.45 1.77 1.19 | 1.49 1.74 1.19 1.47
Hancock Superior 1 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.30 1.00 | 1.30 1.32 1.00 1.32
Lawrence Circuit 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.41 1.60 | 0.88 1.55 1.60 | 0.97
Monroe Circuit 1 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.54 1.00 | 1.54 1.51 1.00 1.51
Monroe Circuit 2 1.45 1.00 1.45 1.59 1.00 | 1.59 1.56 1.00 1.56
Vanderburgh|Superior 7 242 1.67 1.45
Elkhart Superior 3 1.58 1.10 1.43 1.58 1.10 1.44 1.12 1.00 1.12
Monroe Circuit 7 1.43 1.00 1.43 1.50 1.00 1.50 1.52 1.00 1.52
St. Joseph |Superior 8 1.79 1.25 1.43
Vanderburgh|Superior 1 2.43 1.70 1.43 2.88 2.00 | 1.44 § 3.36 2.00 1.68
Miami Superior 1.41 1.00 1.41 1.53 1.00 | 1.53 1.74 1.00 1.74
Scott Superior 1.41 1.00 1.41 1.38 1.00 | 1.38 1.38 1.00 1.38
Vigo Superior 1 1.41 1.00 1.41 1.46 1.00 | 1.46 1.40 1.00 1.40
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz
Clark Circuit 1.61 1.15 1.40 2.32 1.15 | 2.01 1.94 1.15 1.68
Hancock Superior 2 1.40 1.00 1.40 1.42 1.00 | 1.42 1.38 1.00 1.38
Lake Superior, County 1 3.09 2.20 1.40 2.27 225 | 1.01 242 2.25 1.07
Marion Circuit 6.30 4.50 1.40 5.54 7.00 | 1.39 | 6.74 7.00 0.96
Tippecanoe |Superior 5 1.75 1.25 1.40 1.13 1.25 | 0.90 § 2.39 1.18 2.02
Elkhart Superior 2 2.22 1.60 1.39 2.13 1.30 | 1.64 § 2.08 1.33 1.57
Marion Superior, Juvenile 8.92 6.40 1.39 8.68 6.00 1.45 8.14 6.00 1.36
Allen Superior 5 2.77 2.00 1.38
Gibson Superior 1.38 1.00 1.38 1.30 1.00 | 1.30 1.37 1.00 1.37
Vanderburgh|Superior 2 2.30 1.67 1.38
Shelby Superior 1 1.37 1.00 1.37 1.40 1.00 | 1.40 1.52 1.00 1.52
Elkhart Superior 1 1.50 1.10 1.36 1.77 1.10 | 1.61 1.74 1.33 1.31
Noble Circuit 1.36 1.00 1.36 1.33 1.00 | 1.33 1.45 1.00 1.45
Dubois Superior 1.35 1.00 1.35 1.08 1.00 | 1.08 1.67 1.00 1.67
Greene Circuit 1.35 1.00 1.35 1.43 1.00 | 1.43 1.33 1.00 1.33
Marion Superior, Crim 10 1.76 1.31 1.35 1.75 1.20 | 1.46 1.71 1.00 1.71
Tippecanoe |Superior 2 1.42 1.05 1.35 2.05 1.05 | 1.95 1.65 1.18 1.40
Grant Superior 3 1.74 1.30 1.34 1.76 1.30 | 1.35 1.98 1.25 1.58
Marion Superior, Crim 15 1.82 1.36 1.34 1.78 140 [ 1.27 1.74 1.40 1.24
Porter Superior 3 1.34 1.00 1.34 1.45 1.00 | 145 1.59 1.00 1.59
Wabash Circuit 1.34 1.00 1.34 1.48 1.07 | 1.38 1.45 1.03 1.41
Elkhart Superior 5 [Elkhart] 1.86 1.40 1.33 1.50 1.70 | 0.88 1.90 1.33 1.43
Johnson Circuit 2.66 2.00 1.33 2.45 2.00 | 1.23 § 2.58 2.25 1.15
Marion Superior, Crim 19 1.74 1.31 1.33 1.75 1.20 | 1.46 1.71 1.50 1.14
La Porte Superior 2 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.46 1.00 | 1.46 1.33 1.00 1.33
Monroe Circuit 3 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.40 1.00 | 1.40 1.52 1.00 1.52
Parke Circuit 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 1.23 1.00 1.23
White Circuit 1.32 1.00 1.32 1.54 1.00 | 1.54 1.44 1.00 1.44
Cass Superior 2 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.20 1.00 | 1.20 § 2.09 1.00 2.09
Clinton Superior 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.34 1.00 | 1.34 1.36 1.00 1.36
Marion Superior, Crim 18 1.82 1.39 1.31 1.76 140 | 1.26 1.74 1.20 1.45
St. Joseph |Probate 3.94 3.00 1.31 3.55 3.00 | 118 § 3.74 3.00 1.25
Tippecanoe |Superior 6 1.64 1.25 1.31 2.24 125 | 1.79 § 2.68 1.10 243
Vanderburgh|Superior 4 2.62 2.00 1.31 14.40 | 10.00 | 1.44 § 13.85] 10.00 | 1.38
Warrick Circuit 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 1.36 1.00 1.36
Wayne Superior 1 1.31 1.00 1.31 1.25 1.00 [ 1.25 1.40 1.00 1.40
Hancock Circuit 1.30 1.00 1.30 1.26 1.00 | 1.26 1.34 1.00 1.34
Knox Superior 1 1.30 1.00 1.30 1.29 1.00 | 1.29 1.06 1.00 1.06
Madison Circuit 1.85 1.42 1.30 2.44 140 | 1.74 § 2.52 1.75 1.44
Bartholomew|Superior 2 2.58 2.00 1.29 2.94 2.00 | 1.47 § 3.29 2.00 1.65
Floyd County 1.72 1.33 1.29 2.03 133 | 1.53 § 2.37 1.25 1.90
Hamilton Superior 1 2.20 1.70 1.29 2.22 1.74 | 1.27 § 2.05 1.50 1.37
Shelby Superior 2 1.29 1.00 1.29 1.40 1.00 | 1.40 1.53 1.00 1.53
Clinton Circuit 1.28 1.00 1.28 1.29 1.00 | 1.29 1.46 1.00 1.46
Kosciusko [Superior 1 1.28 1.00 1.28 1.33 1.00 | 1.33 1.62 1.00 1.62
Madison Superior 1 1.99 1.55 1.28 2.00 1.50 | 1.34 § 2.10 1.61 1.30
Madison Superior 3 1.99 1.56 1.27 1.73 1.52 | 1.14 1.88 1.51 1.25
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utiz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utz
Scott Circuit 1.27 1.00 1.27 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 1.17 1.00 1.17
Tippecanoe |Superior 4 1.59 1.25 1.27 1.15 1.25 | 0.92 1.34 1.18 1.14
Washington |Circuit 1.27 1.00 1.27 1.16 1.00 | 1.16 1.31 1.00 1.31
Wayne Superior 2 1.27 1.00 1.27 1.23 1.00 | 1.23 1.32 1.00 1.32
Washington |Superior 1.26 1.00 1.26 0.95 1.00 [ 0.95 1.22 1.00 1.22
Lake Circuit 4.64 3.70 1.25 4.20 340 | 124} 3.71 3.60 1.03
Marion Superior, Civil 2 2.62 210 1.25 217 1.60 | 1.36 § 3.23 1.68 1.92
Warrick Superior 2 1.25 1.00 1.25 1.13 1.00 | 1.13 1.21 1.00 1.21
Noble Superior 1 1.24 1.00 1.24 1.35 1.00 | 1.35 1.51 1.00 1.51
Putnam Superior 1.24 1.00 1.24 1.34 1.00 | 1.34 1.46 1.00 1.46
Marshall Superior 1 1.22 1.00 1.22 1.09 1.00 | 1.09 § 0.90 1.00 0.90
Whitley Circuit 1.22 1.00 1.22 1.12 1.00 | 1.12 1.11 1.00 1.11
Allen Superior 9 242 2.00 1.21
Lake Superior, County 4 1.46 1.20 1.21 1.14 1.20 | 0.95 § 048 1.25 0.38
Vermillion Circuit 1.21 1.00 1.21 1.24 1.00 | 1.24 1.22 1.00 1.22
Gibson Circuit 1.20 1.00 1.20 1.16 1.00 | 1.16 1.06 1.00 1.06
Crawford Circuit 1.19 1.00 1.19 1.17 1.00 | 1.17 1.17 1.00 1.17
Johnson Superior 1 1.58 1.33 1.19 1.44 1.33 | 1.08 1.49 1.25 1.19
Johnson Superior 2 1.59 1.33 1.19 1.46 1.33 | 1.10 1.50 1.25 1.20
Marion Superior, Civil 1 2.26 1.90 1.19 2.19 1.60 1.37 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Civil 3 2.25 1.90 1.19 2.23 1.50 1.49 2.88 1.68 1.71
St. Joseph |Superior 6 1.19 1.00 1.19
Wayne Circuit 1.18 1.00 1.18 1.32 1.00 | 1.32 1.34 1.00 1.34
Henry Circuit 1.58 1.35 1.17 1.49 1.35 | 1.11 1.44 1.35 1.06
Johnson Superior 3 1.56 1.33 1.17 1.43 1.33 | 1.08 1.66 1.25 1.32
Lake Superior, Civil 3 4.08 3.50 1.17 4.19 3.40 | 1.23 | 3.38 2.33 1.45
Marion Superior, Civil 10 2.22 1.90 1.17 217 1.60 | 1.36 § 2.87 1.68 1.71
Clay Superior 1.16 1.00 1.16 1.27 1.00 | 1.27 1.28 1.00 1.28
Delaware Circuit 5 1.63 1.40 1.16 1.88 125 | 1.50 § 2.19 1.50 1.46
Jennings Superior 1.16 1.00 1.16 1.49 1.00 | 1.49 1.47 1.00 1.47
Porter Superior 1 2.32 2.00 1.16 2.31 2.00 | 1.16 § 2.46 2.00 1.23
Greene Superior 1.14 1.00 1.14 1.28 1.00 | 1.28 1.28 1.00 1.28
Henry Superior 2 1.14 1.00 1.14 1.12 1.00 | 1.12 1.28 1.00 1.28
Lagrange Circuit 1.14 1.00 1.14 1.09 1.00 | 1.09 1.18 1.00 1.18
Madison County 1 1.26 1.10 1.14 1.04 1.26 | 0.82 1.07 1.06 1.01
Marion Superior, Civil 13 2.29 2.00 1.14 2.21 1.60 | 1.38 § 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Crim 20 3.20 2.81 1.14 3.70 250 | 1.48 1.80 2.50 0.72
Marion Superior, Civil 7 2.25 2.00 1.13 2.18 1.60 | 1.36 § 2.88 2.13 1.35
Allen Superior 1 2.24 2.00 1.12 24441 19.00 | 1.29 § 2495| 19.00 | 1.31
Allen Superior 3 2.25 2.00 1.12
Marion Superior, Civil 4 2.24 2.00 1.12 2.00 2.20 | 0.91 2.88 2.28 1.26
Marion Superior, Civil 6 2.23 2.00 1.12 2.18 1.60 1.36 2.87 1.68 1.71
Steuben Superior 1.68 1.50 1.12 1.88 1.50 | 1.25 1.87 1.50 1.25
Delaware Circuit 2 2.1 1.90 1.1 1.60 1.55 | 1.04 1.64 1.50 1.10
Elkhart Superior 4 [Goshen] 1.66 1.50 1.1 2.04 150 | 1.36 § 2.18 1.00 2.18
Jasper Circuit 1.11 1.00 1.11 1.97 1.00 | 1.97 1.28 1.00 1.28
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz
Marion Superior, Civil 5 2.22 2.00 1.11 2.21 1.60 | 1.38 § 2.88 1.68 1.71
Porter Superior 2 2.22 2.00 1.11 213 2.00 | 1.07 § 2.50 2.00 1.25
Vigo Superior 4 1.11 1.00 1.11 1.15 1.00 | 1.15 1.46 1.00 1.46
Clay Circuit 1.10 1.00 1.10 1.05 1.00 | 1.05 1.02 1.00 1.02
Marion Superior, Civil 11 2.21 2.00 1.10 2.19 1.60 | 1.37 § 2.89 1.68 1.72
Marion Superior, Civil 12 2.20 2.00 1.10 2.16 1.60 | 1.35 § 2.87 1.68 1.71
Marion Superior, Crim 12 2.26 2.06 1.10 1.84 2.00 | 0.92 1.44 1.00 1.44
Allen Superior 2 2.18 2.00 1.09
Lake Superior, Civil 5 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.07 1.00 1.07 1.98 1.58 1.25
Montgomery |Superior 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.02 1.00 | 1.02 1.13 1.00 1.13
Morgan Superior 3 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 § 0.77 1.00 0.77
St. Joseph |Superior 5 1.45 1.33 1.09
Shelby Circuit 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.06 1.00 | 1.06 1.11 1.00 1.11
White Superior 1.09 1.00 1.09 1.02 1.00 | 1.02 1.12 1.00 1.12
Grant Superior 1 1.08 1.00 1.08 0.95 1.00 | 0.95 1.10 1.00 1.10
Harrison Superior 1.08 1.00 1.08 1.23 1.00 | 1.23 1.45 1.00 1.45
Porter Circuit 2.15 2.00 1.08 1.91 2.00 | 096 § 2.22 2.00 1.11
La Porte Circuit 2.56 2.40 1.07 2.67 250 | 1.07 § 2.91 243 1.20
Madison County 2 1.19 1.11 1.07 1.22 1.06 | 1.15 1.17 1.06 1.10
Noble Superior 2 1.07 1.00 1.07 1.23 1.00 | 1.23 1.29 1.00 1.29
Orange Superior 1.07 1.00 1.07 1.25 1.00 [ 1.25 1.22 1.00 1.22
Lagrange Superior 1.06 1.00 1.06 1.19 1.00 | 1.19 1.53 1.00 1.53
Grant Circuit 1.31 1.25 1.05 1.40 1.50 | 0.93 1.55 1.50 1.03
Kosciusko [Superior 2 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.09 1.00 | 1.09 1.20 1.00 1.20
Marion Superior, Crim 14 1.95 1.86 1.05 1.44 1.50 | 0.96 1.66 1.50 1.11
Marshall Circuit 1.05 1.00 1.05 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 § 0.99 1.00 0.99
Ripley Circuit 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.10 1.00 | 1.10 § 0.99 1.00 0.99
Wabash Superior 1.05 1.00 1.05 1.08 1.00 | 1.08 1.25 1.00 1.25
Daviess Superior 1.04 1.00 1.04 1.10 1.00 | 1.10 1.04 1.00 1.04
Lake Superior, Civil 1 1.25 1.20 1.04 1.42 1.20 | 1.18 1.69 1.40 1.21
Lawrence Superior 1 1.04 1.00 1.04 0.96 1.00 | 0.96 1.08 1.00 1.08
St. Joseph |Superior 7 1.39 1.33 1.04
Delaware Circuit 1 1.54 1.50 1.03 1.74 245 | 0.71 2.10 2.75 0.77
Huntington |Circuit 1.03 1.00 1.03 2.15 1.00 | 2.15 1.46 1.00 1.46
Montgomery |County 1.03 1.00 1.03 1.00 1.00 | 1.00 1.18 1.00 1.18
St. Joseph |Superior 4 1.37 1.33 1.03
Boone Superior 1 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.02 1.00 | 1.02 1.11 1.00 1.11
Daviess Circuit 1.02 1.00 1.02 0.96 1.00 | 0.96 § 0.86 1.00 0.86
Lawrence Superior 2 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.13 1.00 | 1.13 1.32 1.00 1.32
Whitley Superior 1.02 1.00 1.02 1.04 1.00 | 1.04 1.23 1.00 1.23
Jasper Superior 1 1.01 1.00 1.01 1.13 1.00 | 1.13 1.07 1.00 1.07
Adams Circuit 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.00 | 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.01
Decatur Circuit 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.06 1.00 | 1.06 1.00 1.00 1.00
Montgomery |Circuit 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.11 1.00 | 1.11 1.12 1.00 1.12
Decatur Superior 0.99 1.00 0.99 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 1.06 1.00 1.06
Jennings Circuit 0.98 1.00 0.98 0.95 1.00 | 0.95 1.04 1.00 1.04
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 | 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have | Utlz
Marion Superior, Crim 9 1.41 1.44 0.98 1.77 140 | 1.27 1.75 1.50 1.17
Owen Circuit 1.57 1.60 0.98 1.65 1.50 | 1.10 1.71 1.50 1.14
Hamilton Superior 2 1.37 1.43 0.96 1.27 1.33 | 0.95 1.24 1.33 | 0.93
Marion Superior, Crim 16 1.45 1.51 0.96 1.82 1.70 | 1.07 1.90 1.50 1.27
Fountain Circuit 1.14 1.20 0.95 1.33 1.25 | 1.07 1.32 1.25 1.06
Morgan Superior 1 1.42 1.50 0.95 1.36 1.50 | 0.91 1.22 1.50 | 0.81
Marion Superior, Crim 17 1.44 1.54 0.94 1.84 1.70 | 1.08 1.83 1.50 1.22
Bartholomew|Circuit 1.47 1.60 0.92 1.47 1.60 | 0.92 1.74 1.50 1.16
Lake Superior, Crim 4 1.38 1.50 0.92 1.20 1.50 | 0.80 § 0.87 1.50 | 0.58
Marion Superior, Crim 21 1.89 2.06 0.92 1.83 1.40 | 1.31 1.38 1.50 | 0.92
Martin Circuit 0.92 1.00 0.92 0.97 1.00 | 0.97 1.03 1.00 1.03
Morgan Circuit 1.37 1.50 0.91 1.23 1.50 | 0.82 1.49 1.50 | 0.99
Orange Circuit 0.89 1.00 0.89 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 § 0.82 1.00 | 0.82
Warrick Superior 1 0.89 1.00 0.89 1.06 1.00 | 1.06 1.18 1.00 1.18
Posey Circuit 0.88 1.00 0.88 0.85 1.00 | 0.85 § 0.87 1.00 | 0.87
Fulton Superior 0.87 1.00 0.87 0.88 1.00 | 0.88 § 0.80 1.00 | 0.80
Randolph Circuit 0.87 1.00 0.87 0.96 1.00 | 0.96 § 0.94 1.00 | 0.94
Boone Superior 2 1.03 1.20 0.86 1.08 1.20 | 0.90 1.08 1.00 1.08
Lake Superior, Crim 1 1.29 1.50 0.86 1.24 1.50 | 0.83 § 0.90 1.50 | 0.60
Lake Superior, Crim 2 1.29 1.50 0.86 1.45 1.50 | 0.97 § 0.94 1.50 | 0.62
Morgan Superior 2 0.86 1.00 0.86 0.95 1.00 | 0.95 f 0.72 1.00 | 0.72
Tipton Circuit 0.86 1.00 0.86 0.70 1.11 | 0.63 § 0.75 1.13 | 0.66
Lake Superior, Civil 7 0.85 1.00 0.85 0.90 1.00 | 0.90 § 2.54 1.00 | 2.54
Lake Superior, Crim 3 1.27 1.50 0.85 1.22 1.50 | 0.81 0.86 1.50 | 0.57
Pike Circuit 1.28 1.50 0.85 1.23 1.50 | 0.82 1.19 1.50 | 0.79
Wells Superior 0.85 1.00 0.85 0.82 1.00 | 0.82 § 0.87 1.00 | 0.87
Knox Circuit 0.84 1.00 0.84 0.83 1.00 | 0.83 1.06 1.00 1.06
Lake Superior, Juvenile 5.36 6.35 0.84 5.33 6.35 | 0.84 | 5.46 5.06 1.08
Lake Superior, Civil 6 0.84 1.00 0.84 0.92 1.00 | 0.92 § 3.14 1.00 | 3.14
Randolph Superior 0.84 1.00 0.84 0.71 1.00 | 0.71 0.94 1.00 | 0.94
Allen Superior 8 2.09 2.50 0.83
Adams Superior 0.82 1.00 0.82 0.79 1.00 | 0.79 § 0.89 1.00 | 0.89
Fayette Superior 0.82 1.00 0.82 1.03 1.00 | 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.00
Steuben Circuit 1.22 1.50 0.81 1.11 1.50 | 0.74 1.18 1.50 | 0.79
Fulton Circuit 0.80 1.00 0.80 0.78 1.00 | 0.78 § 0.77 1.00 | 0.77
Starke Circuit 1.59 2.00 0.80 1.59 2.00 | 0.80 1.86 2.00 | 0.93
Benton Circuit 0.79 1.00 0.79 0.63 1.00 | 0.63 § 0.96 1.00 | 0.96
Grant Superior 2 1.27 1.60 0.79 1.33 1.60 | 0.83 1.16 1.30 | 0.89
Posey Superior 0.79 1.00 0.79 0.83 1.00 | 0.83 § 0.76 1.00 0.76
Lake Superior, Civil 2 1.08 1.40 0.77 1.10 1.40 | 0.79 1.75 1.80 0.97
Ripley Superior 0.77 1.00 0.77 0.78 1.00 | 0.78 § 0.90 1.00 0.90
Vigo Circuit 1.54 2.00 0.77 2.70 2.00 | 1.35 § 2.81 2.00 1.40
Jay Circuit 0.76 1.00 0.76 0.80 1.00 | 0.80 § 0.72 1.00 | 0.72
Kosciusko |Superior 3 0.75 1.00 0.75 0.78 1.00 | 0.78 § 0.78 1.00 0.78
Ohio Superior 0.37 0.50 0.74 0.39 0.50 | 0.77 g 0.37 0.50 0.74
Henry Superior 1 0.99 1.35 0.73 1.02 1.32 | 0.78 1.01 1.32 0.77
Newton Superior 0.73 1.00 0.73 0.74 1.00 | 0.74 § 0.77 1.00 0.77
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County Court Name 2003 | 2003 2003 2002 | 2002 | 2002 | 2001 | 2001 | 2001
Need | Have Utiz ] Need | Have | Utlz ] Need | Have Utiz

Marion Superior, Probate 2.84 4.00 0.71 2.77 3.00 0.92 2.72 4.00 0.68
Marion Superior, Crim 3 1.21 1.71 0.71 1.29 1.75 | 0.74 0.78 1.96 0.40
Marion Superior, Crim 1 1.22 1.76 0.70 1.34 1.50 | 0.89 0.85 1.66 0.51
Rush Circuit 0.70 1.00 0.70 0.85 1.00 | 0.85 0.68 1.00 0.68
Wells Circuit 0.70 1.00 0.70 0.71 1.00 | 0.71 0.84 1.00 0.84
Sullivan Circuit 1.03 1.50 0.69 1.14 1.50 | 0.76 1.10 1.50 0.73
Union Circuit 0.69 1.00 0.69 0.69 1.00 | 0.69 0.75 1.00 0.75
Cass Circuit 0.85 1.25 0.68 0.97 1.25 | 0.78 1.09 1.25 0.87
Pulaski Superior 0.68 1.00 0.68 0.57 1.00 | 0.57 0.63 1.00 0.63
Marion Superior, Crim 6 1.21 1.81 0.67 1.24 1.50 | 0.82 0.74 2.16 0.34
Rush Superior 0.67 1.00 0.67 0.65 1.00 | 0.65 0.74 1.00 0.74
Marion Superior, Crim 5 1.22 1.86 0.66 1.39 1.50 | 0.93 0.78 1.66 0.47
Sullivan Superior 0.99 1.50 0.66 0.98 1.50 | 0.65 1.04 1.50 0.69
Carroll Circuit 0.65 1.00 0.65 0.83 1.00 | 0.83 0.69 1.00 0.69
Marion Superior, Crim 4 1.19 1.86 0.64 1.30 1.50 | 0.87 0.77 2.16 0.35
Pulaski Circuit 0.64 1.00 0.64 0.68 1.00 | 0.68 0.78 1.00 0.78
Marion Superior, Crim 2 1.10 1.76 0.63 1.28 1.50 | 0.85 0.73 1.66 0.44
Carroll Superior 0.59 1.00 0.59 0.69 1.00 | 0.69 0.68 1.00 0.68
Brown Circuit 1.15 2.00 0.58 1.19 2.00 | 0.60 1.20 2.00 0.60
Blackford Circuit 0.56 1.00 0.56 0.68 1.00 | 0.68 0.83 1.00 0.83
Delaware Circuit 3 0.89 1.60 0.56 1.01 1.50 | 0.67 1.18 1.85 0.64
Newton Circuit 0.56 1.00 0.56 0.57 1.00 | 0.57 0.68 1.00 0.68
Jay Superior 0.55 1.00 0.55 0.50 1.00 | 0.50 0.65 1.00 0.65
Warren Circuit 0.47 1.00 0.47 0.50 1.00 | 0.50 0.52 1.00 0.52
Blackford Superior 0.40 1.00 0.40 0.42 1.00 | 0.42 0.54 1.00 0.54
Lake Superior, Civil 4 0.30 1.00 0.30 0.31 1.00 | 0.31 1.32 1.00 1.32
Switzerland |Circuit 0.05 0.50 0.10 0.04 0.50 | 0.08 0.05 0.50 0.09
Marion Superior, Crim 11 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00 3.00 | 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Marion Violations Bureau 3.49 0.00 0.00 5.64 0.00 | 0.00 2.1 0.00 0.00
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2003 Utilization and New Filings (Courts of Record

Boone | Dearborn | DeKal | Hamilto | Hendrick | Howar | Jackso | Perr
b n 3 d n y
WCL Utilization 1.09 1.59 1.58 1.38 1.70 2.02 1.66]| 1.68
County 46,10| 46,109] 40,285 182,740 104,093 ] 84,964 | 41,335] 18,89
Population 7 9
Existing Judicial 3.20 2.40 2.20 8.70 4.00 4.30 2.60| 1.00
Officers
Case Dispositions
e e e O

Murder (MR) 3 0 0 0 3 2 4 0
Felony (CF) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A Felony (FA) 5 12 11 45 28 62 47 9
B Felony (FB) 50 32 12 78 71 139 88 28
C Felony (FC) 77 72 45 186 163 194 83 33
D Felony (FD) 273 440 198 847 893 802 375 144
Post-Conviction 7 8 4 29 6 24 1 8
(PC)
Misdemeanor 913 1,463 1,133 3,682 1,461 2,603 1,600 499
(CM)
Misc. Criminal 54 366 48 534 139 116 0 252
(MC)
Infractions (IF) 176 550 741 8,846 2,171 7,449 8,670 3,039
Ordinance 0 2 2 3,217 142 9 0 21
Violations (OV)
Juvenile CHINS 197 37 262 450 13 71 77 19
JC)
Juvenile 96 276 140 787 416 405 124 17
Delinquency (JD)
Juvenile Status 60 0 46 197 110 55 25 3
(JS)
Juvenile 115 116 116 203 117 208 120 34
Paternity (JP)
Juvenile 577 0 6 1 0 1 5 88
Miscellaneous
(M)
Term. Of 2 12 7 36 6 22 7 4
Parental Rights
JT)
Civil Plenary (PL) 102 124 71 467 250 300 47 42
Mortgage 209 173 199 760 671 398 137 55
Foreclosure (MF)
Civil Collections 343 389 407 1,823 864 1,096 357 128
(CC)
Tort (CT) 89 88 58 329 143 166 73 9
Small Claims 1,626 1,316 1,915 3,418 2,420 4,560 1,732 749
(SC)
Domestic 292 285 309 1,131 678 711 392 168
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Relations (DR)

Reciprocal 9 32 13 31 2 52 21 10
Support (RS)

Mental Health 24 44 57 47 35 156 11 48
(MH)

Adoption (AD) 17 21 21 263 42 78 16 11
Adoption 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Histories (AH)

Estates (ES) 179 129 146 359 356 318 115 56
Guardianships 45 57 56 122 74 119 42 13
(GU)

Trusts (TR) 5 1 4 12 6 0 2 0
Protective 88 149 132 549 298 299 1991 139
Orders (PO)

Civil 79 143 118 222 128 176 35 32
Miscellaneous

(MI)

Total 5,712 6,337 | 6,277 28,671 11,706 | 20,591 | 14,405 5,658

Note: Case categories changed in 2002; however, cases filed under the old categories are still disposed under the original
category.
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2003 Utilization and Dispositions (Courts of Record)

Boon | Dearbor | DeKalb | Hamilton | Hendricks | Howard | Jackson | Perry
e n
W CL Utilization 1.09 1.59 1.58 1.38 1.70 2.02 1.66 1.68
County Population | 46,107 46,109 | 40,285 182,740 104,093 84,964 41,335 | 18,89
9
Existing Judicial 3.20 2.40 2.20 8.70 4.00 4.30 2.60 1.00
Officers

Case Dispositions

Murder (MR) 1 0 0 0 4 3 2 1
Felony (CF) 36 21 12 62 6 136 0 10
A Felony (FA) 4 10 7 40 32 40 37 4
B Felony (FB) 28 38 13 46 71 82 53 19
C Felony (FC) 46 60 49 126 133 157 55 33
D Felony (FD) 371 338 217 655 794 639 373 138
Post-Conviction 1 0 1 29 5 28 1 3
(PC)

Misdemeanor (CM) 1,118 1,249 1,167 3,555 1,367 2,365 1,514 510
Misc. Criminal 59 447 48 424 128 75 0 161
MC)

Infractions (IF) 124 469 899 8,963 2,180 7,273 10,562 1,991
Ordinance 0 0 1 3,257 519 9 0 6
Violations (OV)

Juvenile CHINS 199 37 214 442 10 41 33 9
Jo

Juvenile 144 293 130 839 472 358 116 15
Delinquency (JD)

Juvenile Status (JS) 76 0 46 97 106 51 8 0
Juvenile Paternity 38 98 117 215 134 177 67 37
(JP)

Juvenile 307 0 6 1 0 0 0 68
Miscellaneous (JM)

Term. Of Parental 1 9 4 35 3 7 1 7
Rights (JT)

Civil Plenary (PL) 158 147 108 909 308 512 61 53
Mortgage 235 161 194 716 541 344 147 49
Foreclosure (MF)

Civil Collections 253 298 300 1,488 736 801 404 82
(CO)

Tort (CT) 66 68 56 318 144 134 73 8
Small Claims (SC) 1,554 1,158 1,620 3,597 2,543 4,308 1,799 597
Domestic Relations 298 265 286 1,190 799 1,093 340 167
(DR)

Reciprocal Support 7 24 5 60 7 32 26 9
(RS)

Mental Health (MH) 11 73 48 26 35 148 11 15
Adoption (AD) 16 21 24 273 37 78 14 5
Adoption Histories 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
(AH)

34




Attachment A

Estates (ES) 148 78 102 345 384 196 141 37
Guardianships (GU) 19 9 15 127 79 52 22 11
Trusts (TR) 0 2 1 13 7 0 0 0
Protective Orders 74 114 138 540 325 247 198 99
(PO)

Civil Miscellaneous 81 110 93 296 113 156 31 14
(MI)

Total 5,473 5,597 5,921 28,684 12,022 19,544 16,089 | 4,158

Note: Case categories changed in 2002; however, cases filed under the old categories are still disposed under the original category.
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BOONE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT MAGISTRATE REQUEST

————— Supported by the President of the Boone County Council

————— Supported by the President of the Boone County Board of Commissioners

-——-Supported by the President of the Boone County Bar Association

————— Supported by the Boone County Judges

----Legislative Support
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esday, August 24, 2004

ousing booms in Boone Gounty

8 Resolution of utility

issues jump starts
several housing projecis

By TODO HARPER
Far Thz Lebancn Beporter

Several developers are now [orging
ghead with plens fo construct hundreds
of new homes in southeasi Boone Coun-
ty now that the sguabble involving
Boone County Utilities is over.

Reports have been confirmed Dura
Buiiders is eyeing land owned by
Wrecks Inc. aieng Interstate 65 for a res-
idential nroject Other projects derailed
i recent years due 1o the utility issue
are alsg starting to get back on mack A
list of proposed and approved projects
ouds 1he number of potential homes
along 1-65 at around 4,000 homes, and
more than 3,000 when Zionsville is
added.

Kate Mulhearn of KB Home. said
Dura has an option on the Wrecks prop-
erty, bt did not go into detail about the
plans, KB Home acquired Duza in June,

“At this point we are just conducting
due ditigence, incuding environmentel
review, and from there will deterrnine
the next step,” she said Monday.

Besides Dura’s interest, Boone County
Area Plan Commission Execuiive Direc-
tor Steve Nibiick said several residential
projests. are moving forward, including
Platinum Propertles’ 325-horme Eagles
Nest subdivision and Sheifield Glen, a
praposed 675-home subdivision in Perry
Township. Earfier this month Bagles
Nesi.received secondary plat approval
from county planners for the first sec
tions of the development.

Attorney Michaek-Andreoli, represent-
ing Bagles Nes, said due to issues relat-
ing to BCL, the project was put on hold
affer it received initial approval in
December 2000, He said with BCU
owned by Whitestown, Platinum is

SERVING BOOQNE (OQUNTY SINCE 1

I.ebanon Reporter

www.reporter.net

. Boaming Boobne
. Here'is a’listof some of.thi ]
under-canstruction in southeast Boone Cg
Shesizrt BRI :
B Ahbitt Farsns, Union T
B shson, Eagle, Perr
single. family and multifamiiy |

.M. Cabblestone Lakes

M TheEnclave*, Eagle Township: (Enclave Propee
‘W Hunters Glen Town Himas™ (Cantex Homes, 125 10w
B Lost Bun-Farms®, Zionsville (Richard Summe, 21h :

" W Eagles’Nest, Eagle Township (Plasinum.Properties
Marchester Square™, Zighsville, (Bruge Gunstr

W Sheffisid Glen, Perry Township: (Bramwick Devalopment Ca., §75
E Sionegate"; Fagte Township (Reifz: PropertiedLLC. 380 home

" ‘W Rock Bridge*, Zionsvile fEstridge. Developmert; agd
B Vila. Francesca, Zionsvills (Gwiers Stevan andiMary
|Beazet Hom :

B \Walker Fanme*, Whitastowm
“undercanstruction. - o

reagy 1o move ahead

Eagles Nest will include twao difierem
stvles of homes and is located near Roy-
alton. It is in the farthest scuthwestern
point in Fagle Township. along the
county line with Hendricks Counry.

Niblick said he has had a meeiing
with the developer interested in the
Wrecks land. Traders Point Christian
Church alse has plans 1o use 90 acres of
the junkyard for its new 165,000-square
‘oot two-story church - facility. Niblick
said the charch has received approval
from county planners, bui no building
permils have been requested or issued,

While Niblick said residential develop-
memt fs a nawmal siep for southeast
Roorne County, he is aware of concerns
relating o growth and the impact the
projects will have on the exisiing inira-
structure.

Specifically with the Wrecks land, Nib-
licle said his higgesi concern is the exist-
ing s0il on the grounds, since it has been
a juniyard for many years. He said the
county requires all developers io ensure
developmient sites are saie.

Niblick said the growth rate is a chal-
lenge.

although a number of projects are
now expected 10 start proceeding, Nib-
lickk said in his three years with the
county, the APC has not approved any
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major subdivisions withini the eountys
jurisdiction. Roval Run, Stonegate and |
Walker Farms were all approved before
Niblick'’s tenure, and Abbitt Farms is stifl
in limbo.

In addition o residential projecis, .
Duke Realty and Mac D. Development
have proposed comnmercial projects west -
of Zionsville. .

Mac D. Development has plans o
develop land near the corner of Ind. 334
and County Road 700 East for a nation-
al grocery store, but has asked county
planners 1o hold off on project hearings
tor now.

Duke's 1700-acre Anson project at |
Interstate 6% and State Road 334 could :
bring as many as 5,000 new residents to
the county. i

Robert Barker, representing the Mac
D. project, said ii is important the coun-
iy find a proper balance between resi-
dential and commercial development.
He said the county is geing Lo experi- .
ence a steady stream of residential
developments in the coming months
and the impact on [ocal schools is going
to be tremendous. '

Barker sajd with the existing homes
and more 10 come, a commercial base is
very important. :

Zionsville Director of Planning Terry |

¥ Turn o BOOMS/ page 10
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4 Continued from page 1
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fmvws in 10 1o 20 years
as auwduter svhad i flud, 334) will look ke

how SR 339 devel Tie said, "Wl i st
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Lehanon,

needed.
“Lel airpor! an airpory” he said.
Heward said [here is w0 question thal operalions
at the aivport are golng Lo continue o incrense as
they have far the Tast 1) years. He poinded (o cco
omis prowily in and
alyst for Lhe
Huweard

{ e now gpning

luler the yezoue, Excculive Alrport commitled to
couwe back before county ofiidials 1
exgand ks existing 5500 [ool runway.
Ly Fimil any fubire unway, if app
E000 et anl Tt the constriclion of buildings om
the aivporls growunds

Ilowurd said the airpml plans to wirk closely wiih
Boone Counly aml honor ihe comuty’s furisdictivaal
authorily. e said 1he Tamiltan Coungy Board of
Aviation will sipn the covenanls and enminifineuds
megfing Sepl. £ The commissioners will wa
on lhose covenants before recording Lhe zonit

1

ian mver (e iezone, eonmiids
¢ Lee Conper said Boone County
10 by Foreutive Alrpurt thiee years
ago whien then owmer Roy
o the §
that time, said e comity was approached aboy
My huying the airport and did wnl
nisilion.

aged growtl will
_F critical and raking sure ihe

bul sessed G is |
whal e Reture

, sewers, roads aud
are all ju place Tefore

ay residential®  develspmen ¢ il TSt

Don’t miss
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Located in front ¢
The Lehanon Reporter
17 k. Wi shington St., 1
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Boom time for Boone County
Residents, merchants have mixed reactions fo 20-year, up fa E750 milion plan for -85 strip,

Ciyt of B.000 gels green fight to rise from lieids befween Ziongvifls, Lebanon
THEODORE KIM AND BRUCE C. SIMITH THEQDORE KIM@IND YSTAR.COM

The powers that be in rura! Boone County — sopulation 46,000 — have decided to grow. A lot,

In & 2-0 vote, Boone County officials on Friday approved & proposal for 1,708 acres of residential, commerzial and industrial
development between Zionsville and Lebanon.

The 20-year plan could ens day transform Boone County from 2 rustic bedroom suburb into a center of commerce and
devslopment similar to neighbetiing Hamilton County, the state's fastest-growing county.

The prospect is sparking mixed reactions.

Experts sald Friday's vote could alief the course of area growth for years to come. The developmeant, named Anson, will be
among the nation's largest experiments in neighborhood-style deveiopmeni that includes job centers, commercial services and
residential development. Finished, it will resemble a self-contained sity,

“This is Boone County's time," said Commissicner Betty Lee Cooper. "We've held off and held off far so long in allowing
grawth and development into our county. we've had the approach of irying to keep things pristine.”

The development, to be built by Indianapolis-based Duke Realty, includes nearly 2,400 residential units, restaurants. offices
and warehouse spaces.

Conslltants say the project — located on farmland near the interchange of -85 and Ind. 334 -- could create as many as 26,000
jobs. {twill cost anywhere from $800 million to $750 million to buiid.

"aje know the vision is grand, some say too grand o really happan,” said Tom Dickey, vice president of Duke. "But Dukeis a
iocal company, and we want to create something at home we can show the werld and be proud of.”

The development's impact on the Indianapolis area is expected to be considerabie.

The finished project would boast the population of Boone County by 8,000, When completed, It would rival Zionsville as the
county's secand-largest tawn, behind Lebanon.

Developers predict Angon will require a new interchange off -85 and will bring nearly 1,100 new students to schools in
Ziansville and Lebanon. That has planners considering the building of two schools.

To help build roads and utilities in the area, meanwhile, Boone County pians to float $15 million in long-term debt. The debt,
officials said, will be repaid through future property texes generated by the development.

The project was approved after a heatsd two-year debate that spawned iawsuits, political feuds and hundreds of meetings.

County Commissianers Cooper and Byron E. Loveless voted for the project.

htp:/ il newshark coms/nl-search/we/ Archives?p_action=print&p doeid=1045E2BCFO1F4C... 8/19/04
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The board's third member, Georgia A. "Jo" Baldauf resigned abruptly without explanation earier this week. Itis unclear haow
she would have voted, though she has supported studies of the developman: in the past. She did not respond to repsated
requests for comment

Her former colleagues characterized the vote as historic.

'I'd rather see corn grow. But this placs is going to develop,”" Loveless said. "It has all the things it will need: highways, utilities
and people willing to sell the ground, which they have every right to do.”

The project is hardly the region’s first suburban mega-develcpment of residential ard commercial space. Mixet-use
subdivisions are located around the area, including the Viiage of YWest Clay in Hamilien County and Heartiand Crossing
scuthwest of Indianapelis.

What sets the Boone County development apart is its Main Street appearance. Buiidings will have urban-styie facades, light
poles and sidewalks. Restaurants and stores wil! be within walking distance.

Local and national land-use experts and environmentalists reected o the plan with skepiicism. They said such development —
which sometimes is referred to as "town center” planning and is intended to avoid the byproducts of rapid buiiding — often
lacks the infrastructure.

The rasult, they said, Is mare traffic, crowded schools and sirapped services,

"Smart growth is more than just the design of the development. it's where it occurs,” said Tim Maloney, executive director of
the Hoosier Ernvironmental Council. "is it something that's already served by infrastructure? Does it make people more reliant
on automobiles? To put up a new development on farmland with @ new urban design doesn't necessarily qualify as smarn
growth."

Michasl Beyard, a senior resident fellow at the Urban Land Institute tn Washington, said meny regions, inciuding Central
tndiana, are struggling to steer growth given the patchwork of zening plans that exist among various cittes, towns and suburbs.
Few metropolitan areas, he said, have any comprehensive regional plan for development.

Boone County's plan will have broad long-term consequences for indianapoiis and neighboring munic/patifies, he said. For
instance, regional commuting and growth patterns likely will change, straining roads and services in adjacent communities.

“Our cifies have besome so large without any concapt of how it's all going to work when it's all developed," Beyard said. "You
can't say ‘we are going to stop growth,” That's impossible. But the quastion is; How do we accommeodate that growth?”

On the quiet streets of Ziensville on Friday, some expressed reservations about the development.

Stacy Cornwell, owner of Belles & Beaux Children's Clothier, sald merchanis are warried that chain retailers will quickly folow
the new growth. Local businesses, she sald, already struggle to keep shoppers from heading into Indianapolis,

County officials sald the project already has sparked developer interest in the arsa. Plans have been filed with the county for a
new shopping center adjacent to the Anson project.

"My greatest fear is that it will destroy this begutiful town,” Cornwell said.

Rashelle Growder, a local dental assistent and lifelong Lebanon resident, sald the growth is bringing problems that peopie in
Boone County are not accustomed 1o, such as traffic-clogged roads.

"Pratty soon it's all going to be one big city," Crowdsr sald. "it doesn't feel like a small town like it used to.”
Bill Barker lives about five miles outside Zionsville, where ha works selling industrial eguipment.

"t gsems like there is just ane housing addition after another ” ne sald, "You go to a four-wey stop, and the (line) is 10 cars
deep."

Others are resigned to the changes.

hitp://ml newsbank.com -"nl—sea:rch-*"we,-"Archi*\-‘e5?p_actionﬂarint&p_do cid=1045E2BCFOIF4C...  8/16/04
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Art Harris, & member of the Zionsvitte Town Council who has lived in the area for the past quarter-ceniury, said it is only
natural that growth Is accurring along 1-85.

The stretch, he pointed out, is some of the region's last undeveloped land adjacent o 2 highway
'l ie ineviiable" that the areas will be developed, he said, "How thatis done is critical.”

Scott Barnes, owner of The Friendly Tavern in Zionsville, sald he is not cpposed to the new housing. But he wonders what his
town, one day, will toak like.

v g wander how many of these {housing developments) do we need,” Barnies said, "But what are you coing to do aboutit? |
never thought that area would ever be built up”

Star reporter Fred Kelly contributed to this report.

Call Star reporter Theadore Kim at (317) 444-5247.

Likely impacts of the project

* An Upgrade io the interchange of tnd. 334 and |-65.

* Ona new slementary schoa! in Ziensville, possibly one in Lebanen.

*\Within 10 years, a second |-6% interchange.

» An estimated $485 million In new assessed valuation on the property tax rolls.
* Expansion of utility and sewer services owned by nearby Whitestown.

* A cost of $800 million to $750 millian to build the project over 20 years.

* Creatior of & regional fire district with paid firefightsrs replacing voluniesrs.

* Construction of at least one fire station.

* Construction of & library for Perry and Werth townships.

* Sfimulation of development of homes, offices, warehouses and light manufacturing in Boone County's 1-85 corridor.

Districts
* Town center business, Multistory office bulldings and high-tech companies. A large outdoor mall and a courtyard

“ Town center residentiai Multifamily homes and possibly a smell downtown villape area with two-story buildings that have
businesses an the firs flloor and residentia! above.

* interstate commerce: Light industriat and some retail, primarily hotets and restavrants,
* Business: Big box businesses, sirip matis and smaller professional offices.
* Big box busineeses, strip malls and smaller professional offices.

* Commerce: Light industrial

hitp:/inl newsbank comml-search/we/ Archives 7p_action=print&p_docid=104SEZBCFOIF4C... 8/19/04
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Weighted Caseload Worksheet: 1999-2004*

o Seprember L 20T

Indianapolis Star: Document LNSplay v+
) YEAR UTILIZATION* '
1 2004 1.6 (projected)
2003 1.4522
2002 1.2767 ) i
* Neighborhood residential: Tradmonal helg BoTRooas Wittesngie=faily homes costing $200,000 to $400,000
i 2000 14292
Greg Nichols, Rabert Borell/ The Star 1.2678

* ALl numbers provided by the Indiana Judicial Center, State Court Administration

What's next

= The Boohe County Redevelopment Commission will mest soon to cons/der forming a special property-taxing district. The tax
ravenues from that district would be used to pay for a county bond issue to help build roads in the Anson development.

*The Boone County Commissioners will consider the county-issued bonds, estimated at $15 million for the first phase of site
development. Duke has pledged to hetp hack the bonds.

~ The trustees of Perry, Worth and Eagls townships in Boone County will meat next week to discuss forming a joint fire district
or territory to pool resources and create cne well-funded, professional department.

~ The Boone Area Plan Commission will review plans for each building and piecs in Anson to be sure itfits the Zoning
standards.

Copyright {c) The Indianapolis Star. Alt rights reserved. Reproduced with the permission of Gannett Ca., Inc. by NewsBank, ing.

http://nl.newsbank.com/nl- search/we/Archives?p_action=print&p_docid=1045E2ZBCY 01F4C... 871904
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Zionsville plans

M Recommendation would add middle
school, athletic complex and Union
building. S

By BROGKE BAKER o ;
For The Lebanon Reporter EE :

I¢s logical that as Ziensville continues 10 gTow, mdre-schools
-must be built. Zionsville Community Schools projects atlmin-
istrator Bob Bostwick told andience members at the Monday,
Aug 9 school board meeting, to prepare for “dramnatic”
changes. o

That growth is iikely lo include a new middle school, a new |
high scnool athletic complex, re-building Uning Elementary in
2 different focation, renovating both Pleasant View Elernen-
| tary andsthe Bducafional Services Center and reconfiguring
Stonegaug Elementary — which isn'i even open yet.- kinder-
zarten through secend-grade, and Boone Veadow as a third-
througd _fourth-grade school, Boone Meadeow s currently
home 19 Stonegate students, and plans call o1 It to fulfifl its -
intended);frol‘ asegond_middle school I § school
vear, A ¥ L o

Bostwick said Lhe corporation is facing a large predicted
increase in enrollment — as much as 75 percent during the

¥ Turn 1o SCHOOLS/ page 14
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school expansion projest some day.
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ETeay

Reporter photo by Matl Hendrix

This neme at 208 N, Richardson in Lebanar is amaong properties near Certra Elamertary Schco! that coud give way tc a

Lebanon schools eye land for growth

LEBANOH — Lehanon Commiuniny
Schoo! Corp. could soon purchase prop-
erty that would allow for & future expan-
sion oroject at Central Elementary
School in Lebanon. At the Lebanon
schon] board meeting Tuesday might,
Superintendent. Ralph Wallzer asked tne
board for permission o investigate the
purchase of property adjacent 10 Central
Elementary that may be for sale,

‘Walker said corporation administra-
tors are exploring several colisns te
meet he needs of 2 growing sindent
popuiation ai Centrall He said new

neighborhood  developments  on
Lebanon’s north side wiil Hkely bring
more students to Central, which is sur-
rounded by many residential properties.

Wailier swressed 10 the board, which
granted him permission te continue
investigaling property and conduct
appraisais. that there are nmo ‘mmediate
plans 10 purchase land, fust a ne=d to
“check ints same options” He said the
purchase of additional srogerty would
algo alow the cornoration ‘o address
parking concerns at Cantrai.

Though sources have said the corpe-

45

ration is vonsidering several properties
near Central, one option s a vacant
home at 208 I. Richardson.

The corporation is also considering
buying more land near its ansportation
headquarters and bus garage on Rans-
dell Drive. Walker said the corporation
will eventually need more space for
buses, to keer pace with increasss in the
school corporation’s student population.
He said there are funds in Lebanon
schools” holding corporation 1o purchase
real estate at either site, if the board
desires to da so at a later date.
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- Boone 4-Hers at the
state fair

Coun

B eculive >_..~.?:_.H receives expansion at Hie airpor, loremedy lknown ; eiry Air- aoming with a spocial exceplion, under wii
Pl would tmerease air eallic and lead 1o o deer alrport has been zuned singe 1966, the county

mt_uﬁ:e.mi N_\@.mh. yiar . e prvperky E;Ez. ) . ] ) fquate review ut expansion aud growih at the air
O_. Q.:H:OEDH.L% ) Auslin Oaks' resideni Cathirine z“c: W RBIR T During Monday’s commissinners ne ing, the
Loy, marde ticse concerns kiown al Sondays cominizsion- unanimously approved the rezone with both cor

ers miceling, No'ane else in the audicn sioners Tietty L.oe Cooper and Tyrons Loveless |
againsl the rezone, ﬂc_‘:__.n:m.,.:E::c:_, a.‘o::E}ﬁ::v:ﬁ,c_

has been eriti sion voted 10 support the rezoge e
“1feal the,

»

By 00D HARPER
for Tho Lebanon Heporler

rezone, was nol at the eiceting.
amd, bk, have lng been
: s of air noise al {heir Zionsville henire, which is
LEBANON — In what may seeun 1ke an anli climacsouth of the airpert off U5, 421, Sl questioned sever The airport s localed alonyg
tie decision, the B nly Boavd of Commission b flens velaling [o the rexnue inchding a sedes of 10 and the ac::c:_;.m:.__cz county T
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A Continued from page 1

Fervell aud Thelne theobuld approved a wzone of
e airport fom Agriculture (AG) o Lighl Industrial
(-1, arul 30 et oo agricefoee (o General Busi.
{GI), (o allow an e 1] park. Comngssion-
er Wendy Boavit opposed the change.

When counmissioner Loveless and b Daldauf
jodned Braut in 2004 the airporl zoning was
._S:ra hacl, _E_ EE tion soon ;Sio_:ua clial-
lenging the aivpost’s plan ta build a hangar on the
prounds, ‘The Bl :Q._ arg & thal ;a airporl b
e it was

ally e .:::U tu E::F col-
Irul, before approving e ezong,
s witlking fidu a trap,” she suid.
While she did not say lilgg tion challenging Lhe
neame wordd be coming, she
jproperly mimers might eliallenge he
ue. St s the airporl has violated zoning
Tawes bor ymore than 24 year:
L recenl manils, several dssues have been raised
s Hamillon County’s ownership of the dir-
future plans relalivg o the Faclily.
uilton Comndy Attorney Mike Huward, vepeesent
ing thy airpord, said they bave teied 0 addess area
propetly  owners' erncertss by agrecing to 00
ant evunnitents He sad Tor the airport Lo
cxpand i an orlerly waniee, the zaming eange i

=
=
=

anul Wil DRI E .m___:_uw}:_.nnha: ETVCRS.

Artangements a
_.c_x:S:.

“Lely call an wicporl an airport” he said.

Howard said there is no question that operations
al. i airpert are going o conlinie to increase a3
they have for the last 1) yeacs., He pointed 1o ceo
namie growdh in and around Indianapolis & e cat-
alyst for the o punst

ol
owners {lat the

Unidex tl rezome, Exceutive Airporl cotnmified to
come back bedore county oilicials if i1 wanis to
expand ifs existing TS00-fool ramway, It also aprend
o limil any Tuture runway
7000 Feet aod limit
the airport’s m_.EE: .

Mo saie the sizpost plans 10 work closely with
Boone County and honor the o ::& jurisdictional
authorily. He said the Hamiltoan County Boanl of
r.EéE:Q 1 cummitments
The torm L
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change,

1o, addi inn o discussion over the rezane, cuimmis
sioer felly Cuoper said Buone County missed
iks opportunily lo by Excculive Airparl theee years
age when then-awner Ray Van Siclde put (i aivport
on ihe market, Cooper, wh was uot on the bnanl al
ihat timac, said the counly was
nossibly buying the sirport and did not pursue 1he
aerjaisition

ng properly

1S - the future
wacam m__um_%_ﬁ i [utur

(0 know what ;F falu

’ will bl

5

A Continued from page

Junies said the town lus o
sl in secing how 5.1

ho knows n 10 16 20 yeas
what # {Ind. 334)
L35 devel Le said, “Wil it stay residen

id managed growlh will
he eritical and making sure the
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Saturday, August 21, 2004

M Annexation would -
include part of Duke’s
Anson development,

By TOOD RARPER
For The Lebanon Neporter

WHITESTOWN — Just o fow years
fier e town awnexed a large tracl of
sonth af fow fur a major residui-
fial subdivision, Wwn leaders are nuw
reaily to emburk on 4 second s
AN[EX;

emenl between Whitestown
nti-Held Real

veo L)
with plans to annex Vatentd-Heldy 470
i k along Interstate 65

cre industrial
i the tawn's ¢lforts to purchase troub
Boone Uoutty Utilities were stiecesshud
Valenti-Held awns Perry Iudug
lociled uear the interseetion of In
and
Whilestown.

Whitestwwn clised on the BCU por-
chase fasi 1donth, and ducing a i
comneil meeting Friday inorning, set in
motion plans o sanex approximately
1650 ncres, inchiding Perry Industrial
Park. The - anuexation would nearly
triple. the towns ‘cowent land Lound-
aries, S

Whitestown

annex to triple town

&§0¢

[ 2001, Whitestoivn annexcd Walker B ? SR
Farms, 0 LORD home subdivislon wund
construction along Coundy- Road 650
E

Altorncy Chris Juak, represetiting he -
town, sald the Whiteslown is wiaking £ d
good on an agreement witl Valendi Propose
Hleld, Valenti-Ticld had een 9 longtime Annex Land
and its practioes and sub-
s¢ he bankrupt

Michadd janson” of Yolenti-field said
Whilestown and Valenfi-[ef formed o'
agamst BCU and the niility's
Velenti-Held was scrved Dy
BCU and now is served by Whilestown
Wiliics.

k we Lave a good working rels:
tionship with the town,” he siid,
Valenti said - detelop-
§ md e

|

Existing
Whitestown

park will dovelop, Boih
annexed into the town' will
tlevelopment,

Janak said Whitestowe  will bengfit =
fromn the annexation by -increasing its
o vevenue and spreading ils operaling
costs over adulitional kand. 'Vhe town has
scheduled a public hearing foy 7 pm.

L the tewn hall to consider (he

The proposal stretches from.
at Pe

id being 71T
bencfit their: * Tha aboye

i

Park, through "a“section of farm land
*, befiween: Cotnty Road 400 Sowlh and
CILEA50: Soulh, -and (hen conmecting
* withrthe tow's current corporate Limits.

Tlie. towa s expeeted 10 vote on the

“gnnéxation ol a seeond mecting sched

tEp. shows Wl zmwﬁoé:.mktsvomma annexati
o will 8 heard during a meeting Oct. 25,

ustration by Carrie Tibs
ion plane. The annexa-

uled for Nov. 24,

Janale suid mingh of the Y being
annexed is valuntary, including Valenti”
Melds Tand and a Lige section of land
i ely west ol lows, whic 5

¥ Turn to TRIPLE/ page 3
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Town centers changing suburbs
Critics sgy mini-oifies contribiite fo sprawl, environments! woes
THEODORE Kitd THEQDORE KIM@/NDYSTAR.COM

In the arcane field of suburban planning, the idea of so-called "town center building is all the buzz.

The concept, which is the guiding phitosophy behind a planned 1,700-acre development project in pastoral Boone County
approved Friday, Is simple in theory. A combination of residential, commersial and industrial development is built around a
center of urban-styled parks, piazas and retafl outlsts.

The overarching aim? To reduce commute times, conserve open space and provide suburban dwellers with the trappings of
city living.

"If you're going to have new peoplz in a new erea, you might as weli have homes and shops and jobs all within walking
distance,” said Tim Lomax, a researcher at the Texas Transportation institute, "it doesn't require everybody to getin thelr car.”

But some land-use experts and environmentalists said the strategy — instead of limiting the consequences of sprawl —
frequenty adds to problems such as traffic congestion and air poliution.

The reason, like the town-centar concept itseli, is equally simple, these experts said. In a broad sense, many such projests
aren't fully conceived: Thay often lack adequate roads ahd utiliies and are commonly built In far-fiung suburbs away from
establishad job centers with litle regard for long-term growth patterns In neighboring jurisdictions.

And, in most cases, they do nof have the tight concentration of residential and commercial buildings needsd fo justify meass
transit.

The debate cver the marits of town-center building has taken on new urgency in Central indiana with the Boone County
project, which is dubbed Anson and lecated just off i-85 in the YWhitestown area, The 20-year project will be among the
Midwest's largest and newest trials in fown-center planning,

1t will inctude nearly 2,400 housing units and is projected to create as many as 26,000 jobs in retall, offices and industry. it is
slatad to cost between $600 milllon and $750 miliion and raquire the creation of roads, utilities, essential services and two
schoole. Parts of It, according to project designs, will heve the feal and appearance of a bustiing urban thoroughfare.

"This is an extremely large development, and it's going to really change the landscape in that area,” said Tim Malaney,
exacutive director of the Hoosisr Environmental Counsil,

Town-center layouts have become & fashionable approach to growth, particularly on the fringes of fast-growing cities such as
Allanta, Denver and Washington. Even Rust Belt ciies that have seen their populations remain stable or decline in recent
years have experimented with the strategy.

Land-use expens said the method works best when accompanied by strict growth measures and robust regional planning. For
instance, Lomax said several projects inthe Atlanta and Washington ateas have mst with some success

The chief waakness of mary town-center projects, experts sald, s their remote logation. Whitestown in Boone County is about
o0 miles north of the city limits of Indianapolis. 1t is a simitar distance away fram existing employment and retail centers in
Hamilton County, the state's fastest-growing cammunity. In addition, itis far from plannad mass transit anc bus lines.

http://nl.newsbank. comyni-search/we/Archives?p action—print&p_docid=1045E2AAED7345... 8/19/04
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The notion that most residents will live, wark and shop all in the same place is lawed, experts said, espedially in a region like
Central Indiana where traffic congestion has not yet reached infuriating ievels.

"Paople make choices of where they live and work based on & whole bundie of factors," said Jamie Palmer, a policy analyst
far the Center for Urpan Policy and the Environment at Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis.

The spare layout of many such developments, meanwhile, makes it harder for mass transit to flourish. Town-center projects
are more condansed than traditional subdivisions but scattered enough to make It hard to walk ta a bus or train stap, if one

even exists.

Michael Bayard, a senior resident fellow at the Urban Land institute in Washington, said developers often shy away from
building shops and apartments above two or three stories.

“srrericans, particutarly in the suburbs, loathe density,” he said "The feeling is: We don't want to be Manhattan, as if there's
nothing in between. They have this negative image of density. But all the good things that we love are because of density:

shops, culture, living."

The lasting regional impact of the Boane devefopment remains unknown. Beyard sald suburban development is inevitable,
though it is unclear whether town-center devetopment is the answer.

"Het alf population growth is going to be able fo be contained in cities," he said. "You're still not going to be able to
accommodate all the growth that will occur. But of the growth that will be along the fringe, the guestion is: How do we do this
better?"

Call Star reporter Theodore Kim at (317} 444-6247.

Copyright {c) The Indianapolis Star. All rights reserved. Reprodused with the permission of Gannett Co., Inc. by NewsBank, inc.

hitp://nl newsbank.com/nl-search/we/ Archives ?p_action=prgn&p_docid=1 045E2AATDT7345... 8/19/04
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BOONE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT
Weighted Caseload Worksheet: 1999-2004~

September 1, 2004

YEAR UTILIZATION*
2004 1.6 (projected)
2003 1.4522
2002 . 12767
2001 | 12008
2000 1.4292
1999 1.2678

* A1l numbers provided by the Indiana Judicial Center, State Court Administration
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HENDRICKS COUNTY One Courthouse Square, Suite 108 » Danville, Indiana 46122

SUPERIOR COURT 3 Court Offices 317.745.9393 « FAX 317.745.9407

Karen M. Love Susan Pugh
JUDGE Court Reporter

Jenny Stout Sharla Holsclaw
Bailiff Court Reporter

SEPTEMBER22004
REPORT TOsTHE COMMISSION ON COURTS

RE: Hendricks County
Dear Commission Members:
Thank you for considering the needs of Hendricks County.

Hendricks County’s population has increased 41.3% since the
Legislature added a court in 1993, In 2003, we had 118,850 residents and cnlv
four judges. Hendricks County is the only Indiana County with a population
over 100,000 that has less than six or more judicial officers.

Enclosed 15 BT ﬁ&%@g géhl%%%%%%ﬁ]ﬁgy J‘g @E‘arés us to
other grox 1 vied of 4.7%
per year, Hendrlcks ©OneCourthouske! SqGAPdy#1O8:ar 2006. Attachment
4 shows the number of ]Bﬁlﬁl@il@&i(?ffﬁd[iﬁ@t}%mna counties had when

their population rangedlfé O 7} 9,& 0 r Indiana counties with
populatiens over 130 O(%Oj’é%;%nalt easég%??% _1893 1cers,

Please let me know what additional information may help vou. Thank
vou for your kind attention to our needs.

Ven ruly vours,

fim 1

Karen M. Love
Judge

KML:vw
Enclosures

1t
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REPORT TO COMMISSION ON COURTS
PREPARED BY KAREN M. LOVE
SEPTEMBER 8, 2004

Almost ten years have passed since the legislature added a court in
Hendricks County effective January 1, 1995, Since that time, an additional
34,745 people have made Hendricks County their home.

This report highlights the changes in our population and new cases filed
in our courts, The report also contains a comparison of our county to other
Indiana counties with a population over 100,000, Reviewing the number of
judicial officers that these counties had at various population levels shows that
Hendricks County needs more judicial resources now. The data supporting this
analysis was obtained from reports by Indiana State Court Administration
and/or the United States Census Bureau. The term judicial officer means a full
timme judge, magistrate, commissioner or referee.

Ten Reasons Hendricks County Needs Two New Courts

1. Hendricks County is the only Indiana County with a population of over
100,000 that does not have six or more judicial officers. We have four courts.
Our County Council is paying for a court commissioner this year.

2. The 2003 Weighted Caseload Statistical Report prepared by State Court
Administration shows that Hendricks County is fourth in the state in severity
of need.

3. For counties with a population of 100,000 or more, Hendricks County’s
average weighted caseload is the highest at 1.70 and we are the only county
that does not have a court administrator to assist the courts with
administrative matters. Hendricks County’s 2003 trial courts weighted
caseload was 6.78 (meaning we needed 6.78 judicial officers for our workload
and we had 4 judicial officers). Our projected 2004 workload increased 8.6% to
7.33 (based on new cases filed as of 8/31/04).

4. Hendricks County’s population has increased 41.3% since the legislature
added & court in 1995,

5. Since 19985, civil cases have increased 131.4% and criminal cases have
increased 42.1%.

6. Since 2000, Hendricks County’s population has grown seven times faster
than the state. Our population increased 14.18% in three years to 118,850,
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7. Since 2000 growth in new court cases filed has exceeded population growth
in almost every area. Felonies have increased an average of 11.65% a vear and
civil torts and plenary cases have increased 26.05% each year,

8. On the effective date of the proposed new colirts (1/1/07), Hendricks
County’s population is expected to be over 137,000.

9. During the proposed courts first year, Hendricks County’s weighted caseload
1s expected to range between 8.11 to 9.18. If creation of the courts is delayed
two years {until 1/1/09), our expected weighted caseload ranges from 8.89 o
10.71,

10. When new courts are created, the law allows the county a permanent
additional tevy for the cost of the court and other essential departments such
as the Clerk, Prosecutor, etc. Because of the frozen levy, Hendricks County
does not have the ability to provide the money necessary to add sufficient
capacity to these departments unless new courts are created.

Population Growth

Between the 1990 census and 2000 census, Hendricks County’s
population grew 37.5%. In 1990 our population was 75,717, Between 1995 and
2000 our population increased from 84,105 to 104,093 or an average of 4.76%
a year. Since 2000, Hendricks County has grown seven times faster than the
state. According to Stats Indiana, Hendricks County’s population increased
14.18% from 2000 to 2003 or an average of 4.73% a year. Continued growth of
4.7% a year could result in a population of 137,000 in 2006 and 150,000 in
2008. With 118,850 people Hendricks County’s population ranks 13% in
Indiana. The United States Census Bureau predicts we will rank 10t by 2010.

Attachment 1 shows our projected population growth for the next ten
Vears,

People don’t just live in Hendricks County. People come to Hendricks
County to work, shop and play. Business has flourished in Hendricks County
since you added a court. Brownsburg and Plainfield have established industrial
parks. Expansion of the Indianapolis Airport and the North/South Corridor
linking Interstate 74 and Interstate 70 will continue to bring businesses to
Hendricks County. Just this summer, the town of Plainfield opened Splash
Island, & multi-million dollar state of the art water park.

Residents and non-residents cause new cases to be filed in Hendricks

County Courts. In 2003, 50.5% of the people on probation in Hendricks County
lived in Hendricks County and 38.1% lived in Marion County.
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Comparison With Other Counties

Indiana has sixteen counties with a population over 100,600. Between
1995 and 2003, ten of these counties had a population in the range of 84,105
(Hendricks) to 144,000. These counties are Hamilton, Hendricks, Johnson,
Monroe, Porter, Tippecanoe, LaPorte, Delaware, Madison and Vigo.

Reviewing the history of these counties could be helpful in predicting the
number of judicial officers Hendricks County may need as our population
increases.

Attachment 4 is a chart showing the number of judicial officers
comparable counties had at various population levels. When each of these
counties reached a population over 130,000, they all had seven or more
judicial officers.

Attachment 5 is a comparison of the 16 Indiana Counties whose
population is over 100,000. Hendricks County is the only Indiana County with
a population over 100,000 that does not have at least six or more judicial
officers.

For counties with a population over 100,000, Hendricks County’s
weighted caseload per judicial officer is the highest at 1.70 and we are the only
county that does not have a court administrator to assist the courts with
administrative matters.

Hendricks County Now

The Hendricks County Commissioners and County Council are aware of
our needs for more courts and are planning ahead. Since 2002, the
Commissioners have renovated our courthouse. We now have six courtrooms.
The Commissioners are alsc moving our fairgrounds which will make over 20
acres available for expansion of county offices.

In 2004, the County Council funded a court commissioner givingus a
total of five judicial officers. They also added one court reporter. In June, 2004,
our County Council unanimously voted to support a request for a magistrate
and a new court or two new courts. A copy of their minutes and letter from the
President of the County Council are attached.

Growth in new court cases directly impacts the County Clerk,

Prosecutor, Probation Department and Sheriff. These offices are essential to the
courts. These offices need additional staff and resources.
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We appreciate our Court Commissioner, but we also learned that when
you add a judicial officer, it is critical that sufficient staff be added in the
courts, Clerk’s office and Sheriff’s Department to process the paperwork. This
1s especially true in small claims cases that on the average require 13 minutes
of a judge’s time but require considerably more time by the court staff, Clerk’s
office and Sheriff’s Department.

Because of the way the frozen levy is calculated, Hendricks County does
not have the ability to raise the money that will be needed to effectively
Increase the capacity of the courts, clerk, prosecutor, etc. without legislative
help.

When new courts are created, the law allows the COUNnty a permanent
additional levy for the costs of court and court related offices such as the Clerk,
Prosecutor, Probation, etc.

Hendricks County in 2007

We are asking the legislature to create two courts with the judges to be
elected in 2006 and to take office on January 1, 2007. This would bring our
total number of judicial officers to at least six. We would have seven if you also
give us a magistrate or the County Council continues to fund the
commissioner.

On January 1, 2007 our population is expected to be 137,000. When
Hamilton and Porter counties had populations between 130,000-140,000, they
cach had eight judicial officers and Tippecanoe County had seven.

During 2007, we expect our weighted caseload to range from 8.11 to
9.18.

Attachment 6 shows the expected growth in our weighted caseload for
the next ten years. We expect our weighted caseload to increase in the range of
4.7% to 8% a year.

For the past several years Hendricks County’s average population growth
exceeded 4.7% a vear. Growth in new cases filed has exceeded population
growth in almost every area. From 2002 to 2003 our weighted caseload grew
5.3%. Based on the number of new cases filed as of 8-31-04 we expect our
2004 weighted caseload to be 7.33. This would be growth of 8.1%.
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We appreciate our Court Commissioner, but we also learned that when
you add a judicial officer, it is critical that sufficient staff be added in the
courts, Clerk’s office and Sheriff’s Department to process the paperwork. This
1s especially true in small claims cases that on the average require 13 minutes
of a judge’s time but require considerably more time by the court staff, Clerk’s
office and Sheriff’s Department.

Because of the way the frozen levy is calculated, Hendricks County does
not have the ability to raise the money that will be needed to effectively
Increase the capacity of the courts, clerk, prosecutor, etc. without legislative
help.

When new courts are created, the law allows the COUNnty a permanent
additional levy for the costs of court and court related offices such as the Clerk,
Prosecutor, Probation, etc.

Hendricks County in 2007

We are asking the legislature to create two courts with the judges to be
elected in 2006 and to take office on January 1, 2007. This would bring our
total number of judicial officers to at least six. We would have seven if you also
give us a magistrate or the County Council continues to fund the
commissioner.

On January 1, 2007 our population is expected to be 137,000. When
Hamilton and Porter counties had populations between 130,000-140,000, they
cach had eight judicial officers and Tippecanoe County had seven.

During 2007, we expect our weighted caseload to range from 8.11 to
9.18.

Attachment 6 shows the expected growth in our weighted caseload for
the next ten years. We expect our weighted caseload to increase in the range of
4.7% to 8% a year.

For the past several years Hendricks County’s average population growth
exceeded 4.7% a vear. Growth in new cases filed has exceeded population
growth in almost every area. From 2002 to 2003 our weighted caseload grew
5.3%. Based on the number of new cases filed as of 8-31-04 we expect our
2004 weighted caseload to be 7.33. This would be growth of 8.1%.
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Conclusion

The Indiana Trial Courts weighted caseload measures and the history of
Hamilton, Porter and Tippecanoe Counties both support the need for additional
courts in Hendricks County. Approval of two new courts would not cost the
state any additional money until 2007 but it will give Hendricks County the
opportunity to plan.
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= Henbricks County Countil

HAENDRICKS COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
355 South Washington Straet #202 « Banville, Indiana 48122-1759

Scplomber 1, 2004

Tor - Judge Karen M. Love, Superior Court #3

From: fay R, Puckett, Prosident Hendricks Counly Couneil

Al our regularly schedulsd councii mecling on June 10, 2004, we discussed the potential

need for additional courts within our coungy.

We reviewed the merits of cither

sstablishing wo new courts or one new court and a courl magistrate to replace the
exisling court conunissioner; a position created and approved by this fiscal body Jast
year. Twas moved by Couneil Member Larry Jlesson and sceonded by Couneil Member
Phylis Palmer (o support the creation of twa new courts or establishing ome new court
and converiing our court commissioner position o a magistrate as discuggcd above. This

motion carricd unamimously 7-0.

Ihave vlso attached a “draft” of the minutes relating to this topic from our June L6, 2004
meating. IT you have any questions, ploase feel free to call me at 317 -832-3174. Thank

vou again for your efforts and attention in th

Sineerely,
-7

e .
Ya¥ R. Puckelt

// President, Hendricks County Council
.

ccr Senator Joscph W. Harrison, Senator Co

is mulier.

nie M. Lawson, Representative Robert W,

Behning, Representative Raiph M. Foley, Representative J effrey A Thompson,

Representative Matthew D, Whetsone

(317) 745-9300 » Fax (317) 745-938
K ST LyeRLleg

8 » E-mail: council@ co.hendrcks.in.us

a UCRTIT 40 4UBQ 812:C w477 wna7 o
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Iuck:‘ng for i 'buﬂdmg

OTHER DISCUSSION

Bonna Watson usked if the Couneil had received a corrected Commissary Fund Report and if the
breakdown of the items had boen explained, Couneil President Jay Puckott stated the Couneil didn® {
have authority over the Commissary Lund, Ms. Watson asked if she could veceive the Jul Iy 1, 2004
Commissery Fund Report. Councilman Pucketl asked for olarilication of the dates ol the Commissary
Fund report. Ho stated that he belioved it was not reasenablo for the Sheriff to provide the report on July
I, 2004 that was through Junce 30, 2004 and believed the T uly 1, 2004 report was through December 31,
2002, Mr. Puckett apologized for not getting the correeted repart 1o Ms, Watson because he thought fhic
shenff was providing Ms. Watson with a corrected copy of the yeport,

IN THE MATTER OF THE MINTITIS

ltwas moved by Phyllis Palmer and seconded by Wayne Johnson that the May 13, 2004 minutes

be approved as correcled. Motion carricd 6-0-1 {KG).

It was moved by Phyllis Palmor and seconded by Larry Hesson to approve lhe April 8, 2004

minutcs. Molion carried 7-6.

EMERGENCY APPROPRIATION RESOLLUTION

£d BEGC 0N P FERRILRAd N0LZIT 0 wuRg siee 17707 taam -
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Robert W. Freese
Judge
(317) 745-9209

HENDRICKS SUPERIOR COURT NO. 1
ONE COURTHOUSE 5QUARE, #106
DANVILLE, INDIANA 46122-1704

September 8, 2004

To the Commission on Courts
Re:  Hendricks County
Dear Commission Members:

I have attached to this letter a spreadsheet and a graph representing the number of case filings in
Hendricks Superior Coumt No. 1 since the creation of the last Superior Cowrt. Clearly, the
population growth of our county is driving the number of filings up.

Since 1995, our caseload has increased almost 60% with over 40% of that coming since January
2001. This is a function of population growth. Hendricks County is one of the fastest growing
counties in the State and Nation, We are no where near the end of the growth,

If relief is not granted, the County will not be able to provide court services to the citizens of the
county in a timely manner. Over ten years ago, the statistics were evidence thai we needed 2 new
Courts. One Court was approved, The filings have proven that 2 Courts were needed. If
Additional Courts are not approved now to be elected in 2006 and stazt January 2007, we will be
even further behind. If this is not done this session, we will be four more vears before this type of
action can be done.

Sincerely.

W

ROBERT W. FREESE
JUDGE

71



Attachment B

_ :J
T ololo’E PIEREER |
WbmmwéQQ'“@w%QQngT
| =g Bl |=|-~ ||
I (10 et =20 |
ﬂk_@ﬁl_u AN
>‘>'|>">'I‘>>‘l>‘i|i|||il
| i 1 | ! :
|
= 'Orle Cburthouse ‘[anu|e1re,‘|_&1‘L ]7[?3 5@4&1*:?%]&3 |Ig:d1 Jm‘h' 46'%
.J_ == 1IN OISR
g g & ﬂ: F@\ch@ "EAR LTS, ]
| | |3> > B ! .
Karenj M. Loye b . o I SUSahPugh
JUDQE | | ;Bl . | | i | | R N hcioﬂtﬁ't‘Reporter
JennyiStout | [X| | | o ' 1 S o N Sharladdolsdlaw
Baiii)‘Fl ~|© 1212_\\1' |6, |§L,g’%'8§l%18|m| (DJDREPO”BT
i Lz ZZ lZ ‘ o
0 i'>i‘3>| > 155 |>|:>| > R
L "a‘wl JSep‘c'emeeﬁSDOOﬁ Co || | | N
Il o, = lw=n] o
- | © N IRy N
S -1 M AG_QHMM_&Q%E!B!?&L
Cfmllglﬁsmnonc%l%s' 'Z[Z‘ | Z | o T
g > > B . -
it m= " i | I ! ! | | ! i T i
oo =2 | i Co _! T | z
Fﬁ drgtfstmllu Oo| b ISI | "E—\L._x_x o g
Ny - 2
515 i | ‘rc ©| \O'ﬁ g-giﬁlalg_\g‘. Q
Iaa{&cgmmlssmrﬁ\ﬁ;sﬁbe Ijz>|32-_.,i >>| |%i | | P - e
238l R g
5 |§haﬂ1§}ou fo; cq:nshdefrmg the neeﬂs bf Her}dqck$ Cbu | | i - ﬁ
llegi laﬂur? adds | Lur 1n|19y%|1n|20(§ %qz hégﬂl 8:)0 res;dents\arﬂd onh m§
fhur judges. P-Iendrﬂcké County is the \onh Iridigna Cpunty v Vl'[: 7 pppulatiorn 2
gver 100, d@phhét hasjleds tharﬁ SIF{ Or‘ ore Juldlqlallofficeljfs IR ||\.)| Z
AN i | |:|3 . Y O\N|_‘Na‘co\m\ 2

| 1’1(40&, o saTeportw 2 't SRS et R @l
tht;r grox in l} Zna copmpes\ Whth\ an exjpe&te pépulat onj grpw {h of 4.7%
M

%‘IS thghuﬂnbd:r of ]udl?lal‘ officers tha other Indidnaco nties held wie

ﬁh@lfgﬁ@pu@m | range I@m 1p0,‘009\1ﬁ 1.0 Q@Q qﬁaéak@ @a@@@i&;@ ith

Do | @_':_
ﬁleqse let‘mq kqou\ w hat‘ adldlt{onal 1hfo‘rmr1t10n qna;r hblpl}oh Tharnkl

;\,ear Herdrickd Cbunt\ imay dxeged 130 OIOO'bylthé year 20061 At achmTen_

ou for ¥ q@; k1r}d attentlpn fo dur nebdef _ ]—-tl—\lc_o'co' M
c.ooo w I lealpa! i '
| Amoo | | | ‘ | |o MM OO =N O
_4 w r.o - w‘oo—\o\o@ml\)
\' N ﬁ%—*— EERERE
= | f( @%};\ l__x|m_\ .h..|.h.|l\.> N
- .
oouoo—amloﬂh © ‘c) _\|§$£ @ﬁﬁlgl
| i | ‘} ‘ "~ IKarerl M, Lgve; M, cpve|z | | | [
i|i||||Juﬂgﬂ|ll-l.-r|i"w%
1| | IS RSN NN (oG
OININ O |03|w'ooacoc:c:‘ ‘o\m;_‘S&’ﬁ%.aiEi§|°
‘ [ © .

LR IL ‘
BV VWA
Enclosures

1t

Att
ach



Attachment B

men

I —~atll tC

SEPTEMEBER 2004

REPORT TO THE COMMISSION ON COURTS

PREPARED BY: KAREN M. LOVE

JUDGE, HENDRICKS SUPERIOR COURT 3
One Courthouse Square, #108
Danville, Indiana 46122
Telephone: 317/745-9393
Facsimile: 317/745-9407
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REPORT TO COMMISSION ON COURTS
PREPARED BY KAREN M. LOVE
SEPTEMBER 8, 2004

Almost ten years have passed since the legislature added a court in
Hendricks County effective January 1, 1995, Since that time, an additional
34,745 people have made Hendricks County their home.

This report highlights the changes in our population and new cases filed
in our courts, The report also contains a comparison of our county to other
Indiana counties with a population over 100,000, Reviewing the number of
judicial officers that these counties had at various population levels shows that
Hendricks County needs more judicial resources now. The data supporting this
analysis was obtained from reports by Indiana State Court Administration
and/or the United States Census Bureau. The term judicial officer means a full
timme judge, magistrate, commissioner or referee.

Ten Reasons Hendricks County Needs Two New Courts

1. Hendricks County is the only Indiana County with a population of over
100,000 that does not have six or more judicial officers. We have four courts.
Our County Council is paying for a court commissioner this year.

2. The 2003 Weighted Caseload Statistical Report prepared by State Court
Administration shows that Hendricks County is fourth in the state in severity
of need.

3. For counties with a population of 100,000 or more, Hendricks County’s
average weighted caseload is the highest at 1.70 and we are the only county
that does not have a court administrator to assist the courts with
administrative matters. Hendricks County’s 2003 trial courts weighted
caseload was 6.78 (meaning we needed 6.78 judicial officers for our workload
and we had 4 judicial officers). Our projected 2004 workload increased 8.6% to
7.33 (based on new cases filed as of 8/31/04).

4. Hendricks County’s population has increased 41.3% since the legislature
added & court in 1995,

5. Since 19985, civil cases have increased 131.4% and criminal cases have
increased 42.1%.

6. Since 2000, Hendricks County’s population has grown seven times faster
than the state. Our population increased 14.18% in three years to 118,850,
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7. Since 2000 growth in new court cases filed has exceeded population growth
in almost every area. Felonies have increased an average of 11.65% a vear and
civil torts and plenary cases have increased 26.05% each year,

8. On the effective date of the proposed new colirts (1/1/07), Hendricks
County’s population is expected to be over 137,000.

9. During the proposed courts first year, Hendricks County’s weighted caseload
1s expected to range between 8.11 to 9.18. If creation of the courts is delayed
two years {until 1/1/09), our expected weighted caseload ranges from 8.89 o
10.71,

10. When new courts are created, the law allows the county a permanent
additional tevy for the cost of the court and other essential departments such
as the Clerk, Prosecutor, etc. Because of the frozen levy, Hendricks County
does not have the ability to provide the money necessary to add sufficient
capacity to these departments unless new courts are created.

Population Growth

Between the 1990 census and 2000 census, Hendricks County’s
population grew 37.5%. In 1990 our population was 75,717, Between 1995 and
2000 our population increased from 84,105 to 104,093 or an average of 4.76%
a year. Since 2000, Hendricks County has grown seven times faster than the
state. According to Stats Indiana, Hendricks County’s population increased
14.18% from 2000 to 2003 or an average of 4.73% a year. Continued growth of
4.7% a year could result in a population of 137,000 in 2006 and 150,000 in
2008. With 118,850 people Hendricks County’s population ranks 13% in
Indiana. The United States Census Bureau predicts we will rank 10t by 2010.

Attachment 1 shows our projected population growth for the next ten
Vears,

People don’t just live in Hendricks County. People come to Hendricks
County to work, shop and play. Business has flourished in Hendricks County
since you added a court. Brownsburg and Plainfield have established industrial
parks. Expansion of the Indianapolis Airport and the North/South Corridor
linking Interstate 74 and Interstate 70 will continue to bring businesses to
Hendricks County. Just this summer, the town of Plainfield opened Splash
Island, & multi-million dollar state of the art water park.

Residents and non-residents cause new cases to be filed in Hendricks

County Courts. In 2003, 50.5% of the people on probation in Hendricks County
lived in Hendricks County and 38.1% lived in Marion County.
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Comparison With Other Counties

Indiana has sixteen counties with a population over 100,600. Between
1995 and 2003, ten of these counties had a population in the range of 84,105
(Hendricks) to 144,000. These counties are Hamilton, Hendricks, Johnson,
Monroe, Porter, Tippecanoe, LaPorte, Delaware, Madison and Vigo.

Reviewing the history of these counties could be helpful in predicting the
number of judicial officers Hendricks County may need as our population
increases.

Attachment 4 is a chart showing the number of judicial officers
comparable counties had at various population levels. When each of these
counties reached a population over 130,000, they all had seven or more
judicial officers.

Attachment 5 is a comparison of the 16 Indiana Counties whose
population is over 100,000. Hendricks County is the only Indiana County with
a population over 100,000 that does not have at least six or more judicial
officers.

For counties with a population over 100,000, Hendricks County’s
weighted caseload per judicial officer is the highest at 1.70 and we are the only
county that does not have a court administrator to assist the courts with
administrative matters.

Hendricks County Now

The Hendricks County Commissioners and County Council are aware of
our needs for more courts and are planning ahead. Since 2002, the
Commissioners have renovated our courthouse. We now have six courtrooms.
The Commissioners are alsc moving our fairgrounds which will make over 20
acres available for expansion of county offices.

In 2004, the County Council funded a court commissioner givingus a
total of five judicial officers. They also added one court reporter. In June, 2004,
our County Council unanimously voted to support a request for a magistrate
and a new court or two new courts. A copy of their minutes and letter from the
President of the County Council are attached.

Growth in new court cases directly impacts the County Clerk,

Prosecutor, Probation Department and Sheriff. These offices are essential to the
courts. These offices need additional staff and resources.
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We appreciate our Court Commissioner, but we also learned that when
you add a judicial officer, it is critical that sufficient staff be added in the
courts, Clerk’s office and Sheriff’s Department to process the paperwork. This
1s especially true in small claims cases that on the average require 13 minutes
of a judge’s time but require considerably more time by the court staff, Clerk’s
office and Sheriff’s Department.

Because of the way the frozen levy is calculated, Hendricks County does
not have the ability to raise the money that will be needed to effectively
Increase the capacity of the courts, clerk, prosecutor, etc. without legislative
help.

When new courts are created, the law allows the COUNnty a permanent
additional levy for the costs of court and court related offices such as the Clerk,
Prosecutor, Probation, etc.

Hendricks County in 2007

We are asking the legislature to create two courts with the judges to be
elected in 2006 and to take office on January 1, 2007. This would bring our
total number of judicial officers to at least six. We would have seven if you also
give us a magistrate or the County Council continues to fund the
commissioner.

On January 1, 2007 our population is expected to be 137,000. When
Hamilton and Porter counties had populations between 130,000-140,000, they
cach had eight judicial officers and Tippecanoe County had seven.

During 2007, we expect our weighted caseload to range from 8.11 to
9.18.

Attachment 6 shows the expected growth in our weighted caseload for
the next ten years. We expect our weighted caseload to increase in the range of
4.7% to 8% a year.

For the past several years Hendricks County’s average population growth
exceeded 4.7% a vear. Growth in new cases filed has exceeded population
growth in almost every area. From 2002 to 2003 our weighted caseload grew
5.3%. Based on the number of new cases filed as of 8-31-04 we expect our
2004 weighted caseload to be 7.33. This would be growth of 8.1%.
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We appreciate our Court Commissioner, but we also learned that when
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give us a magistrate or the County Council continues to fund the
commissioner.

On January 1, 2007 our population is expected to be 137,000. When
Hamilton and Porter counties had populations between 130,000-140,000, they
cach had eight judicial officers and Tippecanoe County had seven.

During 2007, we expect our weighted caseload to range from 8.11 to
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Attachment 6 shows the expected growth in our weighted caseload for
the next ten years. We expect our weighted caseload to increase in the range of
4.7% to 8% a year.

For the past several years Hendricks County’s average population growth
exceeded 4.7% a vear. Growth in new cases filed has exceeded population
growth in almost every area. From 2002 to 2003 our weighted caseload grew
5.3%. Based on the number of new cases filed as of 8-31-04 we expect our
2004 weighted caseload to be 7.33. This would be growth of 8.1%.
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- ] )

Conclusion

The Indiana Trial Courts weighted caseload measures and the history of
Hamilton, Porter and Tippecanoe Counties both support the need for additional
courts in Hendricks County. Approval of two new courts would not cost the
state any additional money until 2007 but it will give Hendricks County the
opportunity to plan.
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= Henbricks County Countil

HAENDRICKS COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
355 South Washington Straet #202 « Banville, Indiana 48122-1759

Scplomber 1, 2004

Tor - Judge Karen M. Love, Superior Court #3

From: fay R, Puckett, Prosident Hendricks Counly Couneil

Al our regularly schedulsd councii mecling on June 10, 2004, we discussed the potential

need for additional courts within our coungy.

We reviewed the merits of cither

sstablishing wo new courts or one new court and a courl magistrate to replace the
exisling court conunissioner; a position created and approved by this fiscal body Jast
year. Twas moved by Couneil Member Larry Jlesson and sceonded by Couneil Member
Phylis Palmer (o support the creation of twa new courts or establishing ome new court
and converiing our court commissioner position o a magistrate as discuggcd above. This

motion carricd unamimously 7-0.

Ihave vlso attached a “draft” of the minutes relating to this topic from our June L6, 2004
meating. IT you have any questions, ploase feel free to call me at 317 -832-3174. Thank

vou again for your efforts and attention in th

Sineerely,
-7

e .
Ya¥ R. Puckelt

// President, Hendricks County Council
.

ccr Senator Joscph W. Harrison, Senator Co

is mulier.

nie M. Lawson, Representative Robert W,

Behning, Representative Raiph M. Foley, Representative J effrey A Thompson,

Representative Matthew D, Whetsone

(317) 745-9300 » Fax (317) 745-938
K ST LyeRLleg

8 » E-mail: council@ co.hendrcks.in.us

a UCRTIT 40 4UBQ 812:C w477 wna7 o
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Iuck:‘ng for i 'buﬂdmg

OTHER DISCUSSION

Bonna Watson usked if the Couneil had received a corrected Commissary Fund Report and if the
breakdown of the items had boen explained, Couneil President Jay Puckott stated the Couneil didn® {
have authority over the Commissary Lund, Ms. Watson asked if she could veceive the Jul Iy 1, 2004
Commissery Fund Report. Councilman Pucketl asked for olarilication of the dates ol the Commissary
Fund report. Ho stated that he belioved it was not reasenablo for the Sheriff to provide the report on July
I, 2004 that was through Junce 30, 2004 and believed the T uly 1, 2004 report was through December 31,
2002, Mr. Puckett apologized for not getting the correeted repart 1o Ms, Watson because he thought fhic
shenff was providing Ms. Watson with a corrected copy of the yeport,

IN THE MATTER OF THE MINTITIS

ltwas moved by Phyllis Palmer and seconded by Wayne Johnson that the May 13, 2004 minutes

be approved as correcled. Motion carricd 6-0-1 {KG).

It was moved by Phyllis Palmor and seconded by Larry Hesson to approve lhe April 8, 2004

minutcs. Molion carried 7-6.

EMERGENCY APPROPRIATION RESOLLUTION

£d BEGC 0N P FERRILRAd N0LZIT 0 wuRg siee 17707 taam -
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Robert W. Freese
Judge
(317) 745-9209

HENDRICKS SUPERIOR COURT NO. 1
ONE COURTHOUSE 5QUARE, #106
DANVILLE, INDIANA 46122-1704

September 8, 2004

To the Commission on Courts
Re:  Hendricks County
Dear Commission Members:

I have attached to this letter a spreadsheet and a graph representing the number of case filings in
Hendricks Superior Coumt No. 1 since the creation of the last Superior Cowrt. Clearly, the
population growth of our county is driving the number of filings up.

Since 1995, our caseload has increased almost 60% with over 40% of that coming since January
2001. This is a function of population growth. Hendricks County is one of the fastest growing
counties in the State and Nation, We are no where near the end of the growth,

If relief is not granted, the County will not be able to provide court services to the citizens of the
county in a timely manner. Over ten years ago, the statistics were evidence thai we needed 2 new
Courts. One Court was approved, The filings have proven that 2 Courts were needed. If
Additional Courts are not approved now to be elected in 2006 and stazt January 2007, we will be
even further behind. If this is not done this session, we will be four more vears before this type of
action can be done.

Sincerely.

W

ROBERT W. FREESE
JUDGE

&9



Attachment B

HENDRIGKS SUPERIOR COURT NO.1
TOTAL FILINGS
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JUDICIAL NEEDS
1996-2003

(Based on Ve hted Caselogd)

]
|
=

[T R S - R
LY

1996 1997 1992 19393 2000 2001 2002 2003

B Judicial Heed=s
B Judges Serving

WHY ARE WE ASKING
FOR ADDITIONAL
COURTS?

Tobetter serve our community
To address the growing caseload
To address the jail population

WHO ARE THE KEY
PLAYERS?

« Legislators

« Cur Camrnunity

= The Commissioners

= The County Council

= The Local Bar Association
= The ProsecLtaor

= The Public Defender

« The Judges
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MONROE CIRCUIT COURT

+ Cases Before the Court 93%

0000 oL
60000
50000
40000
FO000
10000
10000
L]

1287 1990 1995  m00  r001  roo: 003

WHY A DECREASE IN FILINGS
IN 2002 AND 20037

2002 = 1,947 cases
2003 = 2,891 cases

+ Infractions down 3,598 in 2002
+ Infractions down 3,273 in 2003
+ Misdemeanors down 1,131 in 2003

« Both of these case types have a low weight
In judicial worlkload.
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WHAT CASES INCREASED IN
FILINGS?

+ Felony filings -- all time high in 2003,

+ Civil Plenary filings -- all time high in
2003,

+ Juvenile Chins and Juvenile Paternity --
all time high in 2003,

+ These cases are among those with the
highest weight in regards to judicial
wiorkload.

MONROE CIRCUIT COURT

+ Disposed Cases 120%

noreasein
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S0000

40000
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WHY A DECREASE IN FILINGS
IN 2002 AND 20037

2002 = 1,947 cases
2003 = 2 891 cases

+ Infractions down 3,598 in 2002
+ Infractions down 3,273 in 2003
+ Misdemeanors down 1,131 in 2003

« Both of these case types have a low weight
In judicial worlkload.
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MONROE CIRCUIT COURT

?5% ncrEase
+ Pending Caseload e

since 1937
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MONROE CIRCUIT COURT

* Growth in Monroe Circuit Court
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PROJECTED WORKLOAD
STUDY FOR 2004

+ IUse first two quarters of 2004 stats
+ Double those stats
« Multiply time worklcad measurement

« Cutcome is:
—Projected Judicial Need in 2004 = 10.73
—Increase from 2003 of 31
—Wyith 7 Judges and One Camrmissioner,

Projected need is 2.73 Judges or a utilization
of 134 per Judge
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CAPITAL OUTLAYS

Lapep widock lug stathe FI
G Desktop Comp. i, kaw ckk, 3 Bpe & S Bm) F10,000
PINET 615
Fe corling Bopnpmentamp., 3taerben, mis) $15 000
iHew D khal system) F3000
4 Desks 3 Bpa, Law CRIK FAO00
SChale o s, Cn Rmy FITI30
1Jnike s DegkiCreck aza FAO00
2Jvikp s Char @M and Ot R 20
Cablie € Ak 3000
Paim Plict 300
Juikjes office i e @ooach, Skk chalrn, Zehais,
Cotke bk, Conerabk, Bookoaie) FAO00
Te kphone Syrem & staton s FAO00
Copkrkpe ik on beaton 000
Fe frbye rao F200

Total 2niclpatd Capltal Cutlays §63.523

COST TO ADD
ADDITIONAL COURT

Support Staff

Official Court Reporter F31,340

Azsociate Cout Repoter 20526 521 53,042

Benefits 21 096
Total $105478

OPERATING EXPENSE

(ANNLAL)
Hourhy Law Clerk  Fhra Z0hrdnk = §2wks = 6240
Special Jdges P00 ST = F385
Petit Jorors 40,200 £ = F6700
Transcripts 10,010 #7 = Fid430
Supplies 15,000 §8 = F1875
Clathing (Robe) Fa00
Tapes/Comp Supplies Fd30
Cop vy Supplies F2000
Judicial Liability F1050
Trauwel A000A0 (DOCS, Cts, Prob) Fa00
haint. Transer. G230 47 = Foan
Lodging Jurors 3720 M6 = R0
Law Books F3285
Postage Frooo
Training £1000
Special Services Fd20

Total Articipated OF Experces #4234 225 AT
“Does wot hchik Phore Senks Comp Mahtzraice Sofvare
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HOW DO WE FUND AN
ADDITIONAL COURT?

« Excess Levy — Personnel Costs

« Bonding Capacity - Capital Outlays,
Construction Costs

« General Funds -- Other

CONSTRUCTION COST
COURTROOM/OFFICE
gemn u:ldeEc:isﬁntg E,;EECE $$; .ﬁgg
Minimum Cost $121I,IIIIII

zeneral Excluzions: Mew furnishings, mowe, store
furnishings, signage, permit fees and drawings, curved walks
for courdroom. [oes not include seating for public, juny bos,
attorney tables, attorney chairs.

TOTAL COST
Support Staff £105478
Operating Expenses 24 834
Capital Outlays 65525
Construction Cost £121,000
Total $326,837
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POPULATION STUDIES
University Impact

® 4y tops campus arrest rankings:
University Mo, 1 fior drug arrests in 2002
Mo, 2 for alcohol arrests in 2002

®=|UPD Lt. Jerry Minger reports that higher
numkbers could be result of strict enforcement,
low tolerance. karny counties do not use
citations.

"Repomad In The Shonkck oTHE ke 1 Edvcation
“dlBea Dalky Stade vt A, 19, 2004

POPULATIONfJUDGE COMPARISON

Monros County

FPopdation o Judgs

1520 24,619 z
1830 35,954 2
1840 539 7
1950 40,020 z
1560 89,225 24
1970 25,221 a5
1320 === <] 55
1990 102,972
2000 120,563
2005 127 563 ar

iProjecE i

"I 2004 a Tite W0 Commissioner was added to staff.

MONROE COUNTY POPULATION
COMPARED TO NATIONAL
CRIME STATISTICS

Tre Medlan age
o Moo
Cowunly b 2T &
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HOW CAN ADDITIONAL
JUDGESHIPS HELP?

Frojected Litilization | Lkilization

‘ear | Judicial |Judges | Judges | Addnl iith i thout

Meeds | Bdded | Serding | Meeds Request Request
2004 1073 1 b ] 134 1.34
2005 1106 2 306 138 1.38
2006 11.39 1 9 239 127 1.42
2007 11.72 ] 272 130 1.47
2008 12.05 1 10 205 121 1.451
2008 12.38 - 10 238 124 1.55
2010 12.71 - 10 | 127 1.59

Wiith the creation of addition al courts, Monroe County would be comparable to
the State Awerage utilization of 1.23.

HOW COULD WE BEST UTILIZE
ADDITIONAL JUDGES?

= Criminal Division — fastest growing disision in
regards to Judicial workload and utilization.

« The growth averages almost 25 judge per year.

= The Criminal division in 2003 calls fard 4
Judges. In 2004, three Judges will be assigned
to Criminal cases.

= By 2006 the Brujen:ted stats justity 9 Judges in
the Crminal Division.

= By 2008 the projected stats]iustigz another half
Judge for Criminal and 2 half Judge covering
Small Claims, Divarces and Chins.

MONROE CIRCUIT COURT

“Chality of decizsions goes down when the Cuantity
goesup.” o
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MONROE CIRCUIT COURT

Thank you
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